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 ABSTRACT 
 
Teaching behaviors of faculty are important for community college students who rely on 
the faculty-student interaction for academic integration to the institution, which itself is crucial to 
student persistence (Napoli & Wartman, 1998). Braxton and Bayer (1998) documented a set of 
teaching performance norms among community college faculty. However, their sample did not 
represent the nearly two-thirds of faculty teaching in community colleges as part-time faculty 
(Cataldi, Fahimi, Badburn, and Zimbler, 2005), faculty teaching career and technical education 
(CTE) courses in the community college, or the growing number of secondary teachers serving 
as dual credit faculty. In fact, the various studies of teaching norms across higher education have 
only focused on faculty in full-time, tenure-line roles (or graduate assistants aspiring to such 
positions) and have not accounted for the well-documented restructuring of the faculty 
profession. 
This study addressed these shortcomings through a cross-sectional administration of the 
Collegiate Teaching Behaviors Inventory instrument to full-time, part-time, and dual credit 
faculty in three Illinois community colleges with membership in the National Alliance for 
Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships. A factor analysis was used to ascertain normative patterns 
of college teaching behaviors espoused by faculty, analysis of variance was employed to study 
differences in norm espousal across faculty type and academic discipline, and a multiple 
regression analysis was used to study the effect of pertinent individual faculty characteristics.  
The findings of the study demonstrate higher espousal levels and partial overlap in the 
types of norms held by the full range of community college faculty as compared to previous 
studies on college teaching norms. Within the different faculty groups of the community college, 
individuals from high school teaching backgrounds and CTE faculty tended to sanction norms at 
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 higher levels than other groups. However, variables such as the context in which one primarily 
teaches (dual credit or non-dual credit), level of highest degree earned, and years of teaching 
experience in different contexts were related to levels of faculty espousal of teaching 
performance norms. Collectively, the findings of the study (a) offer evidence which sometimes 
support and sometimes conflict with norm espousal theories developed by Braxton and Bayer 
(1999), (b) point to new areas for future research on community college faculty teaching 
behaviors, and (c) highlight areas of difference and similarity across the range of community 
college faculty for use in developing intra- and inter-institutional collaboration and development 
efforts. 
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 CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
College faculty have traditionally experienced a great deal of autonomy in their work. 
Yet, despite high levels of freedom to perform their occupational roles, researchers have 
demonstrated that a set of strong social norms govern faculty behaviors in their role of college 
teaching (Braxton & Bayer, 1999). In general, norms act as self-sanctioning mechanisms, placing 
the range of possible behaviors within a social group along a spectrum of levels of 
appropriateness. The more inappropriate a behavior is perceived to be among a group, the more 
negative the reaction will be from one’s peers for committing the behavior (Durkheim, 1995 
[1912]). Therefore, teaching norms held by college faculty help to limit the likelihood of 
behaviors perceived to be inappropriate from occurring and, in return, protect students and the 
reputation of the faculty profession as a whole. The norms of college teaching have been found 
to be relatively consistent across multiple types of higher education institutions, a variety of 
academic disciplines, and even among graduate teaching assistants (Braxton & Bayer, 1999; 
Braxton, Lambert, & Clark, 1995). However, research on faculty teaching norms has not 
reflected some of the fundamental changes occurring to the college teaching occupation. 
As an illustration of the current college faculty landscape, Hermanowicz (2011b) has 
argued “the American professoriate is increasingly differentiated on many counts . . . . Put in 
other terms, consider that at many American universities it is now possible to complete an 
undergraduate degree without ever being taught by a regular faculty member holding a 
traditional appointment” (p. x-xi). Hermanowicz is focused mainly on the stratification present at 
research universities, with research faculty bringing in millions of dollars in external funding 
working in the same buildings as contingent lecturers teaching on semester-to-semester 
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 contracts. However, this professorial differentiation, and the resulting loss of contact between 
students and full-time traditional faculty, is occurring at other types of higher education 
institutions in different ways. 
At community colleges, faculty too are increasingly stratified—across distinct vocational 
and transfer missions, full-time tenure positions versus part-time contingent adjuncts, and even 
between on-campus faculty and high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty on high 
school campuses. It is certainly possible for community college students to earn a degree without 
ever being taught by a faculty member supported as a full-time employee of the college. While a 
restructuring of the faculty profession is occurring throughout higher education, the impact of 
these changes may arguably most affect the community college student clients of the faculty 
profession, as compared to other student groups served by college faculty. When compared to 
students at four-year residential campuses, community college students’ academic persistence is 
less dependent on peer social integration (Bean & Metzner, 1985) and is associated with a 
greater emphasis on achieving academic integration into the institution (Napoli & Wartman, 
1998). These two factors point toward the increased importance of the faculty-student 
relationship and therefore the performance norms that govern college teaching behaviors of 
community college faculty. Thus far, studies on the social norms of college teaching do not 
reflect the new and ever-important realities of the college teaching profession. As a stark 
illustration of this point, no study of college teaching norms among part-time faculty has ever 
been done (J. Braxton, personal communication, November 18, 2010).  
Adherence to college teaching norms helps to ensure professional teaching is provided to 
students, however it is unknown the degree to which many new types of faculty align with the 
behavioral expectations of the traditional professoriate. In addition to pedagogical practices that 
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 promote active and collaborative learning (Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005), using assessments 
that encourage higher-order levels of thinking (Milton, 1982), and performing classroom 
research (Paulsen, 2001), adhering to teaching performance norms is linked to increased 
measures of student success. Braxton (2006) outlined how adherence to the social norms of 
college teaching by faculty is critical to student development. Specifically, Braxton, Bayer, and 
Noseworthy (2004) reported that faculty violations of teaching norms negatively affect the 
academic and intellectual development of students. Yet, prior to this study, little has been done to 
research the student-client protecting norms of faculty teaching the majority of courses taken by 
community college students or of any of the new types of faculty growing more and more 
prevalent within the faculty ranks across higher education. 
Norms and the Faculty Profession 
Goode (1969) described how professions provide a function to society by delivering a 
specialized body of knowledge through a commitment to the service of the client. In the 
traditional professions of law or medicine, a formal code of conduct outlines client service 
expectations. In the academic profession, there is no such parallel formal code of conduct. 
However, Braxton (2010) has posited that strong social norms held by higher education 
professionals fill this void. In a special issue of The Journal of Higher Education focusing on 
norms in academia, Braxton asserted in the introduction that “norms occupy a central place in the 
work of colleges and universities” (p. 243). He argued they function as shared beliefs to provide 
clarity in an environment characterized by great degrees of autonomy and ambiguity, complex 
group goals, and the need to serve diverse clients. Although the special issue of the journal 
featured research on the normative structures of roles such as president, dean, and admissions 
officer, Braxton noted “faculty members perform the core activities of the work of colleges and 
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 universities: research and teaching” (p. 246). He outlined the faculty’s academic discipline as the 
client served through research norms, and documented how Merton (1973) identified the norms 
of science as consisting of communality, disinterestedness, organized skepticism, and 
universalism. For example, Merton’s findings suggest faculty will negatively sanction one 
another for violating behavioral expectations related to research, such as withholding or altering 
findings to serve selfish interests. Braxton has argued that a normative structure for college 
teaching also exists, and his assertion is rooted in research begun nearly twenty years prior with 
Alan Bayer and Martin Finkelstein. 
Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) sought to discover if clear social norms 
concerning college teaching behaviors existed within the professoriate and, if so, the degree to 
which they existed in different contexts (institutional type, discipline, etc.). To ascertain these 
norms, they developed a list of teaching behaviors that could comprise normative expectations 
by interviewing faculty, reviewing literature on ethics of college teaching, and by using Merton’s 
(1942, 1973) findings on the norms of scientific research to create analogous teaching behaviors. 
One result of the research begun by Braxton et. al. was a survey instrument, the College 
Teaching Behaviors Inventory (CTBI) (Braxton & Bayer, 1999) that lists 126 college teaching 
behaviors and includes a rating scale ranging from (1) appropriate behavior, should be 
encouraged to (5) very inappropriate behavior, requiring formal administrative intervention. 
Each behavior on the instrument is written negatively (e.g. “Class roll is not taken”). The rating 
scale for the instrument uses increasing degrees of negative sanction based on Durkheim’s 
(1912/1995) principle that norms are best recognized when they have been violated and the 
strength of a norm is based on the degree of the resulting negative sanction.  
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 Braxton and Bayer (1999) administered the CTBI instrument to higher education faculty 
across a range of institution types and academic disciplines. For items on the survey that fell in 
the 3.00-3.99 range and the 4.00-5.00 range, they performed separate factor analyses and found 
16 normative patterns of behaviors existed among the sample. Seven of the norms were viewed 
by faculty as inviolable (in the 4.00-5.00 range), or deserving of significant sanctions if violated. 
They also found nine admonitory norms (3.00-3.99 range), or norms that were recognized by the 
group but whose consequences were less severe if violated. See Appendix A for a list and 
description of the 16 norms. Statistically significant differences in espousal levels of these norms 
existed across Biglan’s (1973) typology of academic discipline areas, Carnegie classification of 
institution type, and individual faculty characteristics such as gender. For example one of the 
inviolable norms ascertained by Braxton and Bayer was condescending negativism, or the 
proscription of treating students and colleagues in a demeaning way. This particular norm had 
lower espousal levels among faculty at research universities when compared to faculty at 
community colleges. Also, it was espoused at higher levels by biology faculty and women 
faculty when compared to faculty in other disciplines and men faculty, respectively. 
Braxton and Bayer (1999) have developed theories to explain the statistically significant 
differences in norm espousal. First, they developed a theory that higher levels of faculty 
autonomy are associated with lower levels of espoused norms. They cited Birnbaum (1988) and 
Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley (1978) to demonstrate that autonomy tends to be highest in 
research universities to explain their findings. Second, they reference Lodahl and Gordon (1972) 
to explain faculty in fields with high levels of paradigmatic development tend to have less 
professional autonomy. In other words, faculty in Biology operate in a field with several 
universally accepted scientific theories and laws (higher paradigmatic development), while 
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 faculty in History work in areas of greater subjectivity and ambiguity (lower paradigmatic 
development). These differences in the faculty’s academic discipline areas are associated with 
differences in levels of norm espousal on several college teaching behaviors. As a third factor 
related to norm espousal, a high value placed on teaching in the overall role performance of the 
faculty member leads to greater levels of faculty condemnation of proscribed norms.  
CTBI studies have also explored the degree to which socialization processes in graduate 
school and in different types of institutions affects the teaching performance norms of college 
faculty. Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) hypothesized the differences in norm espousal 
among faculty in different disciplines and different institution types were a result of unique 
socialization processes during graduate school in separate academic disciplines and of 
socialization processes in different institution types as individuals developed as faculty members. 
In review, CTBI-related research demonstrates faculty autonomy, teaching primacy, academic 
discipline, graduate school socialization, and institutional socialization all as factors related to 
differing levels of norm espousal. It is on these factors that these new and emerging faculty 
groups differ from traditional faculty groups. 
As a whole, community college faculty are arguably a non-traditional faculty group. 
Their professional roles contain little or no research expectations (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). Also, 
the characteristics of wide-scale restructuring (namely the use of part-time faculty labor) has 
been prevalent in community colleges throughout their history. The unique place of community 
college faculty within the wider occupation is also reflected in prior research on teaching norms 
of community college faculty. Bayer and Braxton (1998) demonstrated the presence of a unique 
norm of restrictive access among the community college faculty sample. Specifically, 
community college faculty reported strong negative sanctions should result when faculty do not 
6 
 
 make themselves accessible to students—the presence of a service ethic aligns the community 
college faculty with one of the characteristics of professions outlined by Goode (1969). This 
finding was congruent with literature on the development of community college faculty 
professional identity over the past 30 years. Community colleges have made an effort to develop 
a service ethic among its faculty to address the challenges associated with teaching the wide 
range of students served by the open access mission of the community college (Murray, 2002). 
This institutional socialization focus has been in response to the recognition that this 
commitment is one not taught in the primary graduate school route of faculty socialization. In 
other words, community college faculty, according to Bayer and Braxton, espouse unique 
behaviors because of their socialization within the community college institution. However, if 
one looks closer at the sampling methods used by Bayer and Braxton to study community 
college faculty, there is reason to believe the norms found may not be representative of the many 
types of faculty teaching in community colleges.  
Statement of the Problem 
 Braxton (2010) placed the teaching role of faculty at the core of the work of higher 
education, and the social norms of college-teaching have been documented among faculty from 
different institutions, disciplines, and ranks. However, the teaching performance norms of faculty 
ascertained by Braxton and Bayer (1999) were potentially problematic. The findings were based 
on research on full-time faculty only and also did not account for many academic discipline 
areas—particularly applied fields. This study examined the full range of community college 
faculty, who perform the teaching work at the core of higher education for nearly 40% of 
students in the United States (NCES, 2008), with the CTBI instrument in order to ascertain the 
teaching norms of the entire spectrum of community college faculty. It also tested the theories 
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 related to faculty autonomy, teaching primacy, and discipline and institutional socialization 
associated with different norm espousal levels. In essence, there was an opportunity to study a 
profession undergoing differentiation and to explore the degree to which the performance norms 
of college faculty were being transmitted during a time of profound change for the structure of 
the occupation. 
The community college sample used by Bayer and Braxton (1998) and Braxton and 
Bayer (1999) was problematic for three specific reasons. First, the use of Biglan’s (1973) 
classification system limited the distribution of the surveys to four academic discipline areas 
associated with the transfer mission of community colleges and excluded faculty teaching within 
the vocational or career and technical education (CTE) mission of the community college. In 
addition to belonging to different disciplines than other community college faculty, CTE faculty 
are also less likely to hold graduate degrees (Palmer, 2002) and may hold differing views of 
autonomy since they view secondary teachers as peers as opposed to transfer discipline faculty 
who are more likely to view university faculty as peers (Lee, 2002).  
Second, in recognition that much of undergraduate teaching is not performed by full-time 
faculty members, Braxton, Lambert, and Clark (1995) focused on the college teaching norms of 
graduate teaching assistants and discovered levels of norm espousal consistent with other faculty 
groups (Braxton, Lambert, & Clark, 1995). However, until this study, no studies had focused on 
part-time faculty outside of the focus on the teaching behaviors of graduate assistants (J. 
Braxton, personal communication, November 18, 2010). Part-time faculty comprise nearly two-
thirds of faculty in the community college setting (Cataldi, Fahimi, Bradburn, & Zimbler, 2005). 
While part-time faculty can be found in all disciplines of the community college and have 
previously reported similar levels of autonomy as full-time faculty (Leslie & Gappa, 2002), they 
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 are different than full-time faculty in levels of discipline affiliation and teaching primacy (Eagan, 
2007) and access to institutional socialization (Outcalt, 2002; Wyles, 1998). 
Third, a significant amount of community college instruction now occurs in dual credit 
courses. Dual credit, defined by the National Alliance of Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships 
(NACEP) as the awarding of concurrent secondary and college credit (NACEP, 2010), is often 
delivered by a secondary teacher serving as a part-time college faculty member teaching to 
secondary students on a secondary school campus. In fact, the Illinois Community College Board 
(ICCB) reports nearly 80 percent of dual credit courses in Illinois are delivered through this type 
of arrangement (ICCB, 2010)—as opposed to college faculty teaching at a secondary school site 
or secondary students travelling to a college site. Concern about high school teachers serving in a 
dual credit faculty role is a significant one among college leaders (Andrews & Barnett, 2001) and 
has led to the recent development of standards focused on the provision of development 
opportunities for this faculty group (Illinois General Assembly, 2008; NACEP, 2010). High 
school teachers differ from higher education faculty in many ways, including in the factors 
associated with differences in norms espousal levels. They differ in autonomy, teaching primacy, 
and discipline affiliation (Gitlin & Labaree, 1996; Hargreaves & Goodson, 1996; Robertson, 
1996). Additionally, their graduate education experiences are more likely to be based in 
education-fields as opposed to their teaching subject area (Goldhaber & Brewer, 1997).  
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of the study was to ascertain the teaching performance norms of the full 
range of community college faculty. Furthermore, due to differences in socialization processes 
and autonomy hypothesized to be key factors in norm espousal levels, the differences and 
similarities in level of espoused norms across the spectrum of faculty types, academic 
9 
 
 disciplines, and individual faculty characteristics pertaining to personal demographics, 
educational background, and institutional faculty development participation were studied. 
Research Questions 
 The proposed questions for this research project were built on Braxton and Bayer’s 
(1999) study of college teaching behaviors across higher education institution types, discipline 
areas, and individual faculty characteristics. Specifically, this research project was designed to 
answer four questions about the college teaching behaviors of community college faculty: 
1. What are the normative patterns among inviolable and admonitory teaching behaviors 
held by the full range of community college faculty? 
2. Are any of the norms similar across all faculty types (part-time, full-time, dual credit)? 
Are there norms that vary in their levels of espousal among faculty types? 
3. Are any of the norms similar across academic disciplines in the community college? Do 
any of the norms vary in their levels of espousal according to academic discipline 
affiliation? 
4. Do individual faculty characteristics—race/ethnicity, gender, administrative experience, 
highest degree earned, subject area focus of graduate school work, years teaching 
experience in different contexts, level of reported autonomy, or amount of faculty 
development participation—affect levels of espousal on norms above and beyond the 
effects of faculty type and academic discipline? 
Significance of the Issue 
 A study of the norms of community college faculty is important for several reasons. First, 
norms within a profession help to govern practitioner behavior and ensure client welfare. The 
norms of college teaching have been established in the literature for several other populations. 
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 Studies have found core norms exist among all higher education faculty but the type and degree 
of a norm varies depending on factors such as institution type, discipline area, and faculty rank. 
This line of scholarly inquiry had not accurately reflected the espoused teaching behaviors of the 
spectrum of community college faculty. Examining the norms of the spectrum of community 
college faculty adds to the field’s understanding of college-level teaching behaviors in additional 
contexts, tests developing norm espousal theories, and contributes to underdeveloped research on 
part-time faculty and dual credit teachers. This study is the first to consider college teaching 
norms with a focus on a differentiated faculty, or a faculty in which full-time, tenure-line 
employment is not considered to be the central and defining structure of the faculty profession. 
 This study not only offers a significant contribution to the literature, but it provides 
findings that are useful in the practice of hiring, orienting, developing, and evaluating part-time 
faculty and secondary teachers serving as dual credit faculty. Higher education institutions have 
known little about the expectations of college-level teaching held by part-time faculty who differ 
from full-time faculty in levels of education (Eagan, 2008), teaching experience, age, and 
discipline affiliation (Leslie & Gappa, 2002). Little research has been done about secondary 
teachers serving as dual credit faculty and who are primarily members of a professional group 
governed by potentially differing norms. Since faculty at all levels of education have some level 
of autonomy in their work, knowledge of these group norms is useful in understanding the 
degree faculty align with expectations for instruction. For example, Bayer and Braxton (1998) 
asserted an understanding of the norms of a group of higher education faculty members helps to 
foster self-sanctioning behavior. In addition to self-sanctioning actions, knowledge of group 
norms proves essential in understanding where to focus improvement efforts in instruction 
(Braxton et. al., 1992; Braxton, Elmers, & Bayer, 1996). In essence, due to high levels of 
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 autonomy among higher education faculty, efforts to influence instruction that run counter to 
normative teaching patterns held by faculty groups is unlikely to progress. On the other hand, 
initiatives aligned with norms held by faculty groups have enhanced possibilities for success and 
reception. 
The findings of this study are to be helpful in local implementation of policies to promote 
consistent teaching behaviors across the missions of the community college and among part-time 
faculty who compose two-thirds of the teaching workforce (Jacobs, 1998). Additionally, the 
findings of this study highlight areas of shared and differing beliefs which can be used to both 
facilitate and focus the collaboration between secondary and college faculty that has been called 
for by other studies (Karp & Hughes, 2008) and reports on dual credit programs (Andrews & 
Barnett, 2001). 
Definitions, Delimitations, and Limitations 
Definitions. This study seeks to ascertain the inviolable and admonitory normative 
patterns of behaviors of the spectrum of community college faculty types and disciplines and 
uses these terms in specific ways. Normative pattern is used in reference to the cluster of 
behaviors ascertained through separate factor analyses of survey items whose mean response 
scores fall in the inviolable (4.00-5.00) and admonitory (3.00-3.99) ranges. These clustered 
behaviors are associated with an overarching norm. For example, the following cluster of 
specific behaviors are associated with the norm against an insufficient syllabus, as ascertained in 
Braxton and Bayer (1999):  
(A4) course outline or syllabus does not contain dates for assignments and/or 
examinations; (B13) A course outline or syllabus is not prepared and passed out to 
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 students; (D1) The instructor does not have students evaluate the course at the end of the 
term; (A5) Objectives for the course are not specified by the instructor (p. 60). 
The term norm referenced in the research questions and employed in the data analysis methods 
of this study refers to the composite mean espousal level of the specific clustered behaviors 
within the normative pattern. The term norm is used interchangeably with normative pattern in 
this study. Norms will be divided into inviolable and admonitory levels. 
Braxton and Bayer (1999) define an inviolable norm as one considered to be  “seen as 
demanding the most severe sanctions available to social agents” (p. 21). In CTBI research, 
behaviors with a mean score of 4.00 or higher on the sanction scale are recognized as inviolable 
norms and fall in the range of “inappropriate/handle informally” and “very inappropriate/requires 
intervention” on the negative sanction scale used on the CTBI instrument. An admonitory norm 
is associated with lower degrees of negative sanction (3.00 to 3.99 in CTBI research studies) but 
faculty are cautioned against such behaviors, since they fall between the “mildly inappropriate, 
generally to be ignored (3.0)” and “inappropriate behavior, to be handled informally by 
colleagues or administrators suggesting change or improvement (4.0)” on the CTBI instrument.  
 Faculty type will be used in this study to discern between part-time faculty, full-time 
faculty, and secondary teachers serving as dual credit faculty. Full-time faculty and part-time 
faculty sometimes serve in the role as a faculty member of a dual credit class and some 
secondary teachers serve as part-time college faculty members outside of their secondary 
teaching commitments. In other words, there are potentially many different overlapping teaching 
contexts with which a single respondent may be involved. This study asked respondents to 
identify all of the faculty type descriptors that describe their teaching commitments—full-time 
community college, part-time community college, full-time high school teacher, and other (with 
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 a field to explain if choosing this option). Additionally, the survey asked respondents to report on 
the number of types of sections they teach in a typical year—community college courses 
(excluding dual credit), dual credit courses, high school courses, and four-year university 
courses. This study was initially interested in studying the similarities and differences of faculty 
who were primarily full-time community college faculty members, part-time community college 
faculty members, and high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty. This simplified 
typology proved to not fully reflect the complex permutations of these categories and the 
inclusion of the dual credit role. See Table 3.3 for further details on the methods used to code the 
faculty type variable for statistical analyses. 
Academic discipline is a common variable used in CTBI research, and studies have 
employed Biglan’s (1973) classification of academic disciplines based on research findings 
pertaining to different roles of theory, research, and professional activity among the various 
disciplines within higher education. Importing this classification developed for university and 
four-year college settings to a study of community college faculty is problematic, as some 
community college disciplines have not been classified previously into the Biglan system. Young 
(2007), however, modified the Biglan system for use in research on the community college by 
adding Developmental and Trades categories to the Hard-Pure, Hard-Applied, Soft-Pure, and 
Soft-Applied classifications. Young’s modified Biglan classification system was used to 
categorize academic disciplines in this study, and Fontenot’s (2012) operationalization of 
Young’s system was used as a model for categorizing disciplines unique to the community 
college setting. 
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 Delimitations. This proposed study is delimited to faculty teaching in Illinois NACEP 
member community colleges that chose to participate in the study. Additionally it included only 
the faculty employed at these colleges at one point in time—the fall 2011 semester. 
Limitations. A few methodological limitations of the proposed study are noted. First, 
this study relied upon self-reported survey data, thus it is prone to bias (Rea & Parker, 2005). 
Second, the CTBI instrument measures espousal of teaching norms and not necessarily the 
behavioral conformity of the respondents (Braxton et. al., 1995). Finally, the list of behaviors 
included on the CTBI is not exhaustive and there may be other inappropriate behaviors not 
included (Braxton and Bayer, 1999).  
Summary 
Researchers have demonstrated a set of strong social norms govern faculty behaviors in 
their role of college teaching (Braxton & Bayer, 1999). Prior to this study, research on faculty 
teaching norms had not reflected some of the fundamental changes occurring to the college 
teaching occupation. While a restructuring of the faculty profession (and possibly the norms of 
college teaching) is occurring throughout higher education, it is of the utmost importance to 
understand at the community college institution where the faculty-student relationship is most 
critical for academic integration and student persistence (Napoli & Wartman, 1998). 
Respectively, the chapters that follow provide a literature review, a description of the methods 
used, results of the analysis, and a discussion of the major findings and their implications for 
practice and future research.  
The proceeding literature review explains the development of the faculty profession, 
discusses the role of norms in the professions, describes the theoretical underpinnings of college 
teaching norms research and the CTBI instrument, provides an overview of the major studies on 
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 college teaching norms, and ultimately discusses how this research can be extended to study the 
unique contexts of the community college faculty professoriate in pertinent ways. 
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 CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) argued it was important to study the teaching 
norms of college faculty because the degree of autonomy in undergraduate teaching, and lack of 
a formal code of conduct within the profession, justified an inquiry of the service provided to the 
student clients of the profession. This initial study of college teaching norms led to a long line of 
scholarship on the topic, many of the studies carried about by Braxton, Bayer, or both working in 
tandem. With each successive study, the reasons for studying the norms of college teaching 
expanded: to understanding the “anticipatory socialization” of graduate assistants (Braxton, 
Lambert, & Clark, 1995); to compare teaching norms to suggested best practices in the literature 
on college teaching (Braxton, Elmers, & Bayer, 1996); and, to ascertain the unique markers of 
teaching professionalization among community college faculty (Bayer & Braxton, 1998).  
Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) book Faculty Misconduct in Collegiate Teaching was a 
synthesis of prior studies on the norms of collegiate teaching. In it, the authors grounded their 
studies in the literature on the role of norms in the professions and delineated the importance of 
studying college teaching norms. In addition to creating a framework from which to study 
college teaching norms, the authors described the design of the CTBI instrument and the data 
analysis procedures involved with ascertaining norms of faculty groups working in the varied 
contexts of higher education. Because of the conceptual framework and research design 
crystallized in Braxton and Bayer (1999), researchers extended the study of college teaching 
norms to new contexts and teaching groups: Green (2008) studied nursing instructors, Helland 
(2006) studied internationally educated graduate assistants, and BrckaLorenz (2008) studied 
changes in the levels of norm espousal by graduate assistants over their time spent in graduate 
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 school. These studies, however, seem to have an underlying assumption that full-time tenure-
track faculty work (or graduate assistants aspiring to such positions) is the central and defining 
structure for the faculty profession. This contrasts to an increasingly differentiated faculty 
occupation across higher education and does not translate well into the community college 
faculty profession, which includes faculty in numerous applied fields, a majority representation 
of part-time adjuncts, and rapid growth in high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty for 
community college instruction.  
This chapter begins with an exploration of developments important to the 
professionalization of college faculty as a whole and moves into the unique aspects of the 
community college faculty profession. What follows from this initial exploration is an in-depth 
discussion of the theoretical framework and design underlying CTBI-related research and a 
review of the application of this research to various college teaching contexts. It concludes by 
drawing from literature on the different teaching groups within the community college 
professoriate to justify and to construct the use of faculty type, academic discipline, and 
individual faculty characteristics (race/ethnicity, gender, administrative experience, highest 
degree earned, subject area focus of graduate school work, years of teaching experience in 
different contexts, level of reported autonomy, and amount of faculty development participation) 
as valid variables to study when ascertaining the norms of the full range of community college 
faculty. 
Faculty Professionalization 
 Over the past century, faculty teaching at colleges and universities have advanced as a 
professional group. A general arc of the faculty profession during this time period follows the 
emergence of the university and of faculty working in increasingly specialized academic 
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 disciplines. Then, higher education institutions and faculty experienced a “golden age” in the 
post-World War II era, and a period of significant changes and stratification of the occupation 
has since occurred over the past 30 years. These recent historical shifts within the social structure 
of the occupation, when viewed through the lens of sociological theories developed by Emile 
Durkheim and Robert K. Merton, provide interesting opportunities for analysis of the 
repercussions of social change on the transmission of cultural goals, values, and norms within the 
profession. 
 Emergence of the university and professoriate. In The American College & University: 
A History, Rudolph (1990) referenced a stereotype of the college professor as an absent-minded 
character, yet someone capable of producing moments of true learning inspiration for students. 
Rudolph argued this image of the college professor resulted from a cultural need to humanize 
higher education institutions, which have continued to become increasingly complex, 
standardized, and bureaucratic. The early twentieth century is often marked as a time in the 
history of higher education where this change began. Thelin (2004) described the profile of 
research universities that emerged during this time from an earlier era of American higher 
education history mainly dominated by small liberal arts colleges. The new universities were 
characterized by the establishment and growth of endowments, boards filled with men from 
corporate and industrial backgrounds, strengthened presidential presence, and a shift toward 
specialized undergraduate curriculum taught by professors as professional experts in lecture 
formats.  
Faculty moved from academic generalists to specialists in academic fields, and their 
primary professional identities became associated with that of their discipline or department 
rather than their employing institution. This development is seen as a step toward higher levels of 
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 professionalization, as mastery of specialized knowledge is often a characteristic of traditional 
professions. Coupled with this subject area specialization was the rise of the Ph.D. as the 
credential required for faculty members. With the restructuring of faculty work in the early 
twentieth century, national discipline associations like the American Economics Association and 
American Sociological Society grew in prominence. These disciplinary associations helped to 
coordinate discipline agendas and priorities; however, it became clear that a professional 
association that cut across subject areas was needed for professors as a whole. The American 
Association of University Professors began as a way for college and university professors to 
coordinate efforts on education policy issues within a professional association comparable to the 
American Medical Association or American Bar Association. With the emergent universities, 
faculty needed a new way to negotiate the faculty-institution relationship, and the professional 
association model was widely adopted over an affiliation with organized labor (Cain, 2010). 
While the AAUP has over the years issued several statements on faculty rights and 
responsibilities as the professional association for professors, it is important to note, “There is no 
universal acceptance in the academic profession of any explicit statement analogous to the 
Hippocratic oath” (Wilson, 1979, p. 15), or a formal code of conduct often held as a prerequisite 
criteria for professional status. 
 The golden age of the faculty profession. The first half of the twentieth century saw 
dramatic changes in higher education institutions and in the faculty profession, and the post-
World War II era was eventful for both. Institution enrollments swelled because of measures 
such as the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act (commonly known as the GI Bill) and a series of 
federal and state supported initiatives through the 1950s and 1960s that fueled unprecedented 
growth in facilities, research efforts, and student involvement in higher education (Thelin, 2004).  
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 The role of higher education in American society was more significant than ever, and this benefit 
was shared by faculty: 
At most colleges and universities, the biggest gains in income, power, prestige, and 
protections between 1945 and 1970 were those accumulated by the faculty. The prospect 
of a shortage of qualified teachers, combined with the deference to expertise in some 
fields, gave a generation of professors unprecedented opportunities . . . . It was not 
difficult to imagine that such conditions were the norm—and might even improve over 
time, given the American public’s support for higher education. Economic abundance, 
however, provided little insight as to the political and legal protections professors would 
face in the future. (p. 310-311) 
During this period of relative prosperity for American college and university faculty, there were 
still strong undercurrents within the profession related to the structure of faculty work and the 
relative homogeneity of the faculty group. The growth of the research role begun in the early 
twentieth century became the defining characteristic to achieve the promises of professional 
success during this time—even though faculty were primarily hired to teach and provide service 
to the institution (Caplow & McGee, 1958). Additionally, access to the profession and the new 
economic benefits during this “golden age” for faculty is one told from a narrow perspective. 
Thelin (2011) noted women and minorities faced significant barriers in participating in the 
general ascendancy of the profession, and Menges and Exum (1983) described dramatic 
underrepresentation of minority and female faculty members throughout American higher 
education. Despite deepened conflicting performance roles for faculty and limited access to the 
profession for minorities and women, the general trends for the faculty profession as a whole 
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 were positive during this time, as noted by Wilson (1979) in his follow-up study on the academic 
profession from his initial sociological study (Wilson, 1942) on the profession. 
 Thelin (2011) documented the causes of the end of the golden age of higher education as 
rooted in several factors. A decline in popular support of higher education resulted from student 
unrest on campuses and high inflation that increased the real costs of college attendance. 
Furthermore, institutions faced a post-baby boom dip in enrollment and revenue. These factors 
destabilized institutions. In a series of crises through the next couple of decades, institutional 
administrators turned increasingly to corporate management philosophies and an increasing 
number of managerial staff and contingent faculty. 
Foundational changes to the faculty occupation group. As an illustration of the effects 
of a managerial revolution in higher education, Thelin (2011) generalized that contemporary 
higher education institutions typically employ more full-time staff than full-time faculty and 
more part-time faculty than full-time faculty. As a specific demonstration, Thelin described the 
California State University system and specifically the Long Beach campus. At the Long Beach 
campus, there are 1,523 full-time staff, 1,020 full-time faculty, and 1,042 part-time faculty. In 
addition, the California State University system is headquartered in Long Beach, and 589 full-
time staff work in an office complex that “enrolls no students, has no faculty, offers no courses, 
and confers no academic degrees” (p. 346). To reflect on this current state, consider that Veysey 
(1965) asserted the emergence of the university created a gulf between students and faculty that 
led to a rise of the administration. He further noted the independence from students and from 
administrative functions were correlative factors to the professionalization of the faculty, but also 
would serve to isolate the faculty from these key groups and to ultimately decrease institutional 
influence. 
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 The division between faculty and administrative staff groups has been accompanied by a 
division among the faculty whole itself. While Thelin (2011) provided an illustration of the 
make-up of faculty at one institution, his example is one that fits in with wider trends in faculty 
employment. Schuster and Finkelstein (2006) reviewed nearly thirty years of national surveys on 
faculty employment and concluded American higher education is in the midst of a 
transformational change. The American Federation of Teachers (2011) has deemed the new 
realities of faculty employment, where approximately one-quarter of faculty are tenure-line and 
full-time, as a “crisis” and is addressing the growing disparity of non-tenure and part-time 
workers as its number one priority for its higher education agenda. Hermanowicz (2011a) 
confronted the realities of current faculty employment stratifications and reflected upon the 
economic and organizational forces that have led to such differences: “they have splintered, or 
even obliterated, the idea of academe as a coherent profession capable by a solidarity of its 
members” (p. ix).  
Sociological theory and faculty social structure changes. Hermanowicz (2011b) 
looked at higher education as a social system undergoing significant change and specifically 
referenced the notion of solidarity and anomie explored by Durkheim (1973) and by Merton 
(1957). In regards to the latter concept, Hermanowicz referenced this condition in regards to the 
faculty professoriate working in the contemporary higher education social structure: 
The French sociologist Emile Durkheim contended that when social systems undergo 
major, transformational shifts in their structure, serious institutional and individual 
consequences arise. They do so because prevailing structures are no longer able to 
transmit effective norms to guide interaction, which now transpires according to changed 
states of understanding. The chief potential consequence of major structural shift, 
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 according to Durkheim, is anomie. . . [T]he concept indicates a breakdown of norms that 
govern expectations, most particularly expectations about the present and future. (p. 216-
217) 
Applying Durkheim’s theories from his Division of Labor in Society, the separation of 
administration and faculty around the turn of the 20th Century can be seen as a development 
congruent with modernity and industrialization where labor roles specialize and an “organic 
solidarity” emerges through an awareness within subcultures of an interdependency with the 
other groups in the larger culture. Through this theoretical lens, a “mechanical solidarity” would 
still be possible, as members of this culture would presumably share similar work, training, and 
life experiences. However, higher education faculty professionals are increasingly working in 
varied and complex social structures. While Ruscio (1987), as cited in Braxton, Lambert, and 
Clark (1995) explained “the structure of the academic profession is fragmented along both 
institutional and disciplinary lines” (p. 673), it is clear that faculty are fragmented increasingly 
not only by institutional or discipline lines but by employment conditions, and the group to 
which faculty members are being socialized is not a whole, coherent body. These characteristics 
of the faculty social structure complicate the coordination of the culture’s goals and the 
institutionalized means by which to achieve them, a condition Merton (1957) contends fosters 
the condition of anomie within a social structure and creates a lower likelihood for social 
conformity and an increased likelihood of individuals within the culture ritualizing, retreating, or 
rebelling as adaptive responses to the “cultural chaos” (p. 160). 
The field of higher education and the faculty profession have undergone, or are still 
undergoing, transformational change. The norms that govern the behaviors of individuals within 
these social systems, and help to ensure the services provided by the profession, are potentially 
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 in flux. Perhaps a good starting point for studying the breakdown in the traditional socialization 
process of graduate school to full-time, tenure-line faculty post is to look toward community 
college faculty who have often as a group been on the leading edge of faculty restructuring. 
The Community College Faculty Professoriate 
Cohen and Brawer (2003) discussed how the application of literature on 
professionalization for most higher education faculty groups is not well-suited to community 
college faculty. The emergence of the university during the early twentieth century actually 
helped to produce the new two-year institution type and a new type of faculty member. 
Throughout the history of junior, and now community colleges, discipline affiliation and 
research expectations of faculty have been nearly non-existent—or certainly far less than for 
university faculty members. The professionalization of community college faculty has taken a 
different shape and has even been questioned as a laudable direction:  
Some commentators have reasoned that the community college is best served by a group 
of instructors with minimal allegiance to a profession. They contend that professionalism 
invariably leads to a form of cosmopolitanism that ill suits a community-centered 
institution—that once faculty members find common cause with their counterparts in 
other institutions, they lose their loyalty to their own colleges. (Cohen & Brawer, p. 96-
97) 
When considering the history and development of the community college faculty occupation, it 
is important to understand the lessened role of research and discipline specialization; however, it 
is perhaps overly simplistic to assume that the lack of a discipline affiliation for faculty will lead 
to a reciprocal faculty-institution loyalty. An overview of faculty employment trends across full-
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 time, part-time, and emerging dual credit faculty groups shows an overall loose coupling of 
faculty members and the community college institution. 
Full-time community college faculty. While commonly regarded as higher education 
faculty today, community college faculty were once primarily comprised of instructors with 
teaching backgrounds in secondary schools. Cohen and Brawer (2003) documented the 
preponderance of these types of community college instructors from the 1920s through the early 
1970s when more faculty began coming directly from graduate school, industry, or from other 
higher education institutions. Cohen and Brawer noted “few community college instructors were 
prepared in programs especially designed for that level of teaching. Few had even taken a single 
course describing the institutions before they assumed responsibilities in it” (p. 78). The lack of a 
clear path to full-time community college instruction continues to this day and accounts for a 
significant focus on in-service training within the community college sector. In addition to noting 
the institutional socialization important to community college faculty identity, Cohen and Brawer 
offered a sweeping description of community college faculty that touches upon the additional 
issues of autonomy, teaching primacy, academic discipline membership, and graduate school 
socialization Braxton and Bayer (1999) linked to differing levels of norm espousal on college 
teaching behaviors: 
Although it is possible to generalize in only the grossest way when one is describing 
300,000 people [community college faculty members] are less likely to hold advanced 
graduate degrees than university professors. Their primary responsibility is to teach; they 
rarely conduct research or scholarly inquiry. They are more concerned with subject 
matter than are their counterparts in the secondary schools, less so than university 
professors. (p. 76) 
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 The ability to generalize about the professional lives of community college faculty was 
supported by the CTBI research done by Bayer and Braxton (1998) on community college 
faculty. Bayer and Braxton concluded the community college professoriate is marked by 
homogeneity on espoused normative teaching behaviors—particularly concerning restrictive 
access to students. While development efforts among full-time community college faculty have 
been extensive and show a unique common teaching norm of restrictive access among faculty, 
they in some ways do not reflect the realities of the community college instructional workforce. 
Two-thirds of faculty are part-time faculty (Jacobs, 1998). Except for a brief period during the 
1960s and 1970s, it has not been appropriate for community colleges to be oriented as if full-
time faculty employment is the norm (Outcalt, 2002) 
Part-time community college faculty. Cohen and Brawer (2003) described the 
significant numbers of faculty in community colleges with secondary teaching backgrounds as 
characteristic of community college faculty from the 1920s through the early 1970s. 
Furthermore, most of these faculty with secondary education backgrounds served the institution 
in a part-time role. It was not until the enrollment boom of the 1960s that community colleges 
were able to support a large group of full-time faculty. In the 1960s and early 1970s, full-time 
faculty accounted for over two-thirds of the faculty workforce—the peak of full-time faculty 
employment. Since this peak, part-time faculty have again become the majority faculty group, 
but the pool of part-time faculty has expanded from those with secondary education backgrounds 
to individuals with industry experience, semi-retired individuals, and graduate students or others  
aspiring to full-time employment. 
Thelin (2011) generalized that colleges employ more full-time staff than full-time faculty 
and more part-time faculty than full-time faculty. His illustrations from the Long Beach campus 
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 of California State University supported his statement. This generalization also holds true at 
community colleges as well—though the part-time faculty representation is even more prevalent. 
According to the ICCB (2011), there were 4,661 full-time faculty, 5,505 full-time staff, and 
6,652 part-time faculty working in Illinois’ community colleges in 2010. While the numbers 
show the heavy reliance on part-time faculty, it important to note that they do not even include 
the number of high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty throughout the state (S. Parke, 
personal communication, July 1, 2010). There is no official count on the number of high school 
teachers serving as dual credit faculty in the state of Illinois. However, the three colleges 
participating in this study alone employed nearly 200 dual credit faculty, and it is estimated that 
80% of the nearly 80,000 students who took dual credit in Illinois in 2009-2010 were taught by 
high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty (ICCB, 2010). In essence, with the growth of 
dual credit, there is increasing differentiation even within the subset of part-time community 
college faculty. 
Dual credit faculty. To fully understand dual credit faculty, it is necessary to understand 
the history and different types of dual credit, its recent explosion of growth, and concerns about 
quality that have accompanied the growth of dual credit. 
History of dual credit. Kim, Kirby, and Bragg (2006) reviewed the history of dual credit 
in the United States and traced it from its beginnings of isolated institutional efforts aimed at 
high-achieving college bound students. Kim et. al separated dual credit from other ways of 
earning college credit, such as through exams (Advanced Placement and International 
Baccalaureate programs as the most notable). As with this proposed study, Kim et. al. defined 
dual credit as limited to programs where high school students earn college credit based on course 
performance and not testing results. The first such program was Syracuse University’s Project 
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 Advance, dating back to the early 1970s. Other dual credit programs also developed at individual 
institutions, and mainly in partnership with community colleges. Some of these programs began 
to focus on providing opportunities not to high-achieving college-prep students, but to at-risk 
students instead. 
Moving beyond institution-grown programs, Kim, Kirby, and Bragg (2006) reported 
Minnesota was the first of several states to begin to organize a state-wide dual credit initiative in 
the 1980s. Nearly twenty years later, Frazier (2000) found 23 states to have dual credit 
legislation, 12 states had no legislation but dual credit oversight by state educational agencies, 
and 15 states had dual credit programs characterized by locally arranged agreements with little 
outside regulation. The variety of dual credit policies and regulations has led to inconsistencies 
in access to and quality of dual credit programs across the nation. Kim et. al. concluded: 
Dual credit is complex and multifaceted as students increasingly attend multiple 
postsecondary institutions within states and across state boundaries . . . . Students, 
teachers, and local and state administrators need research-based information to guide 
their decisions about implementation and link dual credit to other issues of critical 
importance to higher education, including increasing student preparedness and retention 
to credential attainment. (p. 3) 
However, the expansion of dual credit has outpaced the recognition of the need to understand, 
standardize, and regulate dual credit. 
Growth of dual credit. Dual credit has experienced what has been described as an 
“explosion” (Andrews, 2001, p. 1) of growth. The growth has been attributed to the feature of no 
or low costs (Coplin, 2005; Hoffman, 2005) and savings in time and money. From an educational 
policy perspective, growth has been additionally spurred by a view of dual credit as an avenue to 
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 improve curriculum (Illinois General Assembly (IGA), 2008), ease the often difficult student 
transition from high school to college (Bailey, Hughes, & Karp, 2003), spur collaboration across 
education sectors (IGA, 2008; NACEP, 2010), and to address underserved student populations 
by offering them an entry to college-level credit (Bragg, Kim, & Rubin, 2005, November).  
The combination of these factors has led to staggering increases in dual credit. For 
example, dual credit hours earned in the state of Illinois grew by 559% from 1990 to 2000 
(Andrews & Barnett, 2001), and a 126% increase was reported from 2002 to 2008 (IGA, 2008). 
Nationally, Waits, Setzer, and Lewis (2005) found over 71% of high schools offered some form 
of dual credit and 42 states had adopted policies regarding dual credit programs by 2006 
(Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 2006). However, accompanying the 
enrollment growth and relative ubiquity of dual credit has been an increasing skepticism about 
the quality of dual credit programs (Andrews & Barnett, 2001; NACEP, 2010) and a heightened 
call to study the outcomes of students involved in these programs (Hoffman, 2005; Kim, Kirby, 
& Bragg, 2006). 
Concerns about dual credit quality. One response to these concerns was the formation of 
NACEP. NACEP defines dual credit as a broad term encompassing various program structures. 
The organization, however, specifically focuses on dual credit programs that offer college 
courses to secondary students in high schools, during the regular school day, and taught by 
secondary teachers. This narrowed definition of dual credit is used in this study as the operative 
definition of dual credit, as nearly 80 percent of dual credit courses in the state of Illinois took 
place on secondary campuses (ICCB, 2010) and the most reported concern from community 
college leaders about dual credit is about the quality of secondary teachers serving as dual credit 
faculty (Andrews & Barnett, 2001). 
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 The most recent standards for dual credit program accreditation by NACEP and the 
Illinois Dual Credit Quality Act (IDCQA) (2010) call for secondary teachers teaching college-
level classes to be treated as college-level instructors, whereas they are approved by the 
institution and meet college-level teaching qualifications. Furthermore, the dual credit faculty are 
to be provided discipline-specific training and orientation and annual professional development 
opportunities. Institutions are to be sanctioned for non-compliance. In essence, NACEP and the 
IDCQA call for secondary teachers serving as dual credit faculty to be socialized into college-
level teaching.  
Despite a long history of secondary teachers serving as instructors of dual credit courses, 
this focus on teachers as critical factors in the quality of dual credit programs has not been 
accompanied by a body of empirical research on the teaching of dual credit faculty. Instead 
literature on secondary teachers serving as instructors for college-credit bearing courses in high 
schools has been dominated by practitioner-to-practitioner best practice pieces concerning 
teachers of exam-based credit courses, most notably Advanced Placement (see Padilla, 2000; 
Klopfenstein, 2003). Even in this literature, empirical research on this group has not been 
informed by research on teaching in higher education (see Henderson, Winitzky, and Kauchak, 
1996).  
In review, increasingly differentiated faculty are teaching in the structurally transforming 
community colleges of today. There is therefore great potential for altered norms and behavioral 
expectations within the full range of community college faculty. While there is fracture within 
the faculty profession, the study of college teaching norms has to this point treated faculty as a 
relatively stable group. The next section of this literature review provides an explanation of the 
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 rationale and theoretical underpinnings that have traditionally been used to justify and to 
structure the study of college teaching norms. 
Professions and Norms 
 In their initial study on college teaching norms, Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) 
took a largely functionalist perspective on the study of professions. Citing Goode (1969), the 
authors outlined how professions are marked by the possession of esoteric knowledge and the 
commitment to client welfare over practitioner self-interest. They found it interesting that college 
professors have a great deal of autonomy in their work, and yet had no formal code of conduct to 
guide their behavior like in the traditional professions of law and medicine. In the absence of 
such a formal set of rules, they sought to ascertain if and what norms existed within the 
professoriate to ensure the ideal of service central to the work of professions.  
However, the grounding of their work on teaching norms became more complex in the 
work of Braxton and Bayer (1999). Specifically, they expanded their use of theoretical 
perspectives on the professions to include power theory and the process of professionalization. 
They outlined how functionalism, as demonstrated by Abbot (1983), posits that norms within a 
group help to protect clients, but also cited Berlant (1975) to show how power theory interprets 
the role of norms in the professions as a way to govern colleague behavior in order to block entry 
into the group and to protect the interest and power of the practicing professionals. Finally, they 
used the work of Wilensky (1964) and described how the formalization of norms, as embodied in 
a formal code of ethics, is a final stage of professionalization for an occupational group. No 
matter the theoretical perspective used, as Braxton and Bayer pointed out, “Norms, the informal 
variants of professional ethics, are central” (p. 3). In short, understanding the norms of an 
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 occupational group—particularly in the absence of a formal code of conduct—is essential to 
understanding and evaluating the professional lives of its members. 
Importance of College Teaching Norms 
Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) were first interested in determining if the norms 
of science, identified by Merton (1973), which he documented serve as norms for the research 
performance expectations of higher education faculty, had a parallel normative structure in the 
other predominant work role of professional academics—teaching. Braxton and Bayer (1999) 
expanded beyond searching for a structure of teaching norms akin to the norms of science and 
ultimately listed six reasons why norms are central to the teaching role of academic work: (a) 
norms help to guide the behaviors of individuals in an autonomous work environment; (b) 
studying the patterns of behavior reveals the core values and collective goals of the group; (c) 
norms serve as a marker of professionalization; (d) in the absence of a formal code of conduct, 
norms ensure the service of clients; (e) norms allow for self-regulation and sanctioning within 
the professoriate; and (f) knowledge of norms of the teaching role of higher education faculty 
allows one to understand the potential areas for change (and resistance) in the teaching role of 
the professoriate.  
While teaching norms and knowledge of teaching norms in different college teaching 
contexts is important to the field of higher education, it is particularly important for those 
concerned about student success at the community college level. In an adaptation of Tinto’s 
(1975, 1987, 1993) model of student retention, Bean and Metzner (1985) demonstrated how non-
traditional students (a significant sector of community college students) are less in need of the 
social integration into the college environment, often associated with forming peer relationships 
while living on a residential campus. Instead, as Napoli and Wartman (1998) documented, 
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 student persistence at the community college level is most dependent upon the academic 
integration of the student into the campus climate. The faculty member is at the heart of the 
academic integration of a student, and adherence to teaching performance norms is 
complementary to this integration. Braxton, Bayer, and Noseworthy (2004) reported that faculty 
violations of teaching norms negatively affect the academic and intellectual development of 
students.  
When considering the unstudied groups of community college faculty and the teaching 
performance norms found in Braxton and Bayer (1999), there are unknowns worthy of 
exploration. For example, to what degree do part-time faculty see inattentive planning or 
inadequate course design as norms of college teaching when they are often hired less than a 
month before the start of class (Jacobs, 1998)? To what degree do high school teachers serving 
as dual credit faculty see it as inappropriate to not advise students on college-related issues when 
the students are still in high school, even though the purpose of dual credit is often associated 
with increasing the rate of postsecondary completion (Duffy, 2010) or promoting a student’s 
development along a career pathway (ICCB, 2010)? Prior to this study, questions such as these 
have been unanswerable due to a lack of data on the full range of community college faculty. 
Ascertaining Norms: College Teaching Behaviors Inventory 
 To have knowledge of the norms of college teaching is essential to understanding the 
work of the faculty profession, especially when considering the autonomous nature of the work 
and the paucity of formal codes of ethics by professional organizations and in the literature on 
best practices of college teaching. In their foundational study, Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein 
(1992) described the creation of a survey instrument designed to ascertain the norms of college 
teaching by faculty teaching in research and comprehensive colleges and universities. The 
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 authors conceived of the instrument by grounding their inquiry in Durkheim’s (1912/1995) 
sociological principle that norms are best recognized when violated and the significance of a 
social norm can be determined by the degree of negative sanction believed warranted by its 
violation.  
The survey instrument included descriptions of behaviors. The behaviors included on the 
survey instrument were derived from the limited literature on the ethics of college teaching, from 
analogous norms of science from Merton’s (1973) work, and from a panel of 23 experts on 
college teaching. An example of a behavior from the instrument is: “A course outline or syllabus 
is not prepared for a course” (Braxton & Bayer, 1999, p. 201). The instrument ultimately 
consisted of 126 items, grouped into eight categories to ease survey taking by respondents—
“preplanning for the course (14 behaviors), first day of class (14 behaviors), in-class behaviors 
(21 behaviors), treating course content (9 behaviors), relationships with colleagues (16 
behaviors), and out-of-class practices (18 behaviors)” (p. 13).  
In addition to the groupings of behaviors, respondents were then asked to judge the 
appropriate reaction warranted by the observed behavior on the following scale:  
(1) appropriate behavior, should be encouraged 
(2) discretionary behavior, neither particularly appropriate nor inappropriate 
(3) mildly inappropriate behavior, generally to be ignored 
(4) inappropriate behavior, to be handled informally by colleagues or administrators 
suggesting change or improvement 
(5) very inappropriate behavior, requiring formal administrative intervention. (p. 14) 
Because the strength of a norm can be determined by the degree of its negative sanction, the 
response to described behaviors by respondents helps to indicate a potential norm violation. 
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 Studies using the CTBI instrument define specific behaviors with mean response scores of 4.00 
or higher as indicative of inviolable norms. For example, in Braxton and Bayer (1999) the 
authors found 33 behaviors of the 126 items fell into this category.  
However, the methods for analyzing the CTBI instrument extend beyond finding the 
mean score on specific behaviors. Braxton and Bayer (1999) described the data analysis:  
A factor analysis using the principal components approach was used to discern the 
underlying pattern of meaning of these 33 proscribed behaviors. A scree test was used to 
determine that a seven-factor solution was appropriate. These seven factors were rotated 
using the varimax method. The seven patterns of inviolable proscribed norms identified, 
in alphabetical order, are: condescending negativism, inattentive planning, moral 
turpitude, particularistic grading, personal disregard, uncommunicated course details, 
and uncooperative cynicism. (p. 21) 
The same factor analysis was used by Braxton and Bayer to ascertain the patterns of admonitory 
proscribed norms for the 53 behaviors with a mean response score in the 3.00 to 3.99 range on 
the sanctioning action scale of the CTBI instrument. The patterns of admonitory proscribed 
norms are advisement negligence, authoritarian classroom, inadequate communication, 
inadequate course design, inconvenience avoidance, instructional narrowness, insufficient 
syllabus, teaching secrecy, and undermining colleagues. 
Teaching Norms in Different Higher Education Contexts 
 In their exploratory study on undergraduate collegiate teaching norms, Braxton, Bayer, 
and Finkelstein (1992) concluded that a core set of teaching norms exist among faculty at 
Research I Universities and in Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II (CUCII), though a 
higher degree of impropriety is associated with some norms at CUCII institutions. Furthermore, 
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 they found that academic discipline membership did little to affect the espousal of norms by 
faculty. In essence, they determined the existence of norms among faculty and the variables 
associated with differing levels of espousal by faculty. In the conclusion of their study, they 
outlined the potential to expand the theoretical framework and research design to study other 
contexts beyond these institution types.  
The following sections outline the theoretical framework and research design used in the 
Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) study and the resultant studies on graduate teaching 
assistants, community colleges, and the comparative study done by Braxton and Bayer (1999) on 
RI, CUCII, liberal arts college, and community college faculty. A review of these studies and 
their respective problems, purposes, methods, and findings is useful for understanding the 
application of scholarship on the norms of college teaching to unstudied contexts within higher 
education, such as CTE, part-time, and dual credit faculty teaching in the community college. 
Research universities and comprehensive colleges and universities. As discussed 
previously, Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) were intrigued by the lack of a formal code of 
conduct for teaching within the higher education profession. The lack of a code of ethics and of 
an empirically derived set of behavioral norms, such as the norms of science (Merton, 1973) 
governing the research roles of faculty, was seen as a contributing to a lack of clarity about how 
or to what extent the profession upholds the ideal of service to clients central to professional 
status (Goode, 1969). Therefore, the researchers sought to discover the degree to which norms 
for college teaching exist. Furthermore, hypothesizing that the norms of college teaching are 
internalized as a result of the graduate school socialization process and are affected by the type 
of college or university of employment, they focused on if faculty from different disciplines or 
different institution types varied in the endorsement of the norms ascertained by the study. 
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  To accomplish their goals for the study Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992) used the 
Biglan (1973) model for the classification of academic subject matter because Creswell and 
Roskens (1981) demonstrated disciplines differed in the perception of the significance of 
teaching in the professional role of faculty. Biglan’s model sorts academic subject area into eight 
categories and Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein used four categories in their study: “hard-life 
(biology), hard non-life (mathematics), soft-life (psychology), and soft-nonlife (history)” (p. 
538). To determine the institutions for the study, they used the classifications from the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (CFAT) (1987) and chose to focus on RI and 
CUCII types because “these two types do differ on the degree of emphasis placed on teaching 
and research” (p. 537). From the population of RI and CUCII institutions, 11 RI and 25 CUCII 
institutions were randomly selected. Then, to determine the faculty sample for the study, the 
researchers used the most recent college catalogues from the sample institutions to generate eight 
lists of full-time tenure line faculty—one for each institution/discipline permutation in the study. 
From these eight lists, a random sample of 800 faculty was drawn so that 200 were from each 
discipline and 400 from each type of institution. The CTBI instrument was then mailed to the 
sample, followed by a reminder, and a second mailing of the survey. Ultimately 302 surveys 
were returned and able to be processed for use in the study. The surveys were analyzed by the 
aforementioned mean score and factor analysis process described earlier in this chapter regarding 
the ascertaining of norms. ANOVA was used to compare responses from institution type and 
academic discipline.  
 The authors discovered four normative patterns: interpersonal disregard, particularistic 
grading, moral turpitude, and inadequate planning. While CUCII faculty associated statistically 
significant higher levels of impropriety with interpersonal disregard and inadequate planning, no 
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 differences existed between disciplines on the levels of norm espousal. The authors suggested the 
findings indicate a set of core norms govern faculty behavior and differ only slightly across 
institution type, though they also pointed out the need to expand the study to different institution 
types and academic discipline areas. 
Graduate teaching assistants. In Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992), the authors 
hypothesized that the graduate school socialization process, different based on academic 
discipline, may play a role in the espousal of teaching norms by faculty. However, the results of 
the study showed no statistical difference in the level of espousal of teaching norms by 
discipline. Nevertheless, they concluded the study by discussing the need to study if “teaching 
norms are inculcated through the graduate school socialization process” (p. 556). Braxton, 
Lambert, and Clark (1995) addressed this problem in their study of entering graduate teaching 
assistants at a university with an RII Carnegie classification. Specifically, they sought to 
determine if entering graduate assistants and faculty espouse the four teaching norms ascertained 
by Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein (1992), and, if not, on which norms they differ. The sample 
consisted of 250 entering graduate teaching assistants from a single RII institution, 36 of which 
were from the four disciplines areas studied in Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein. This sample was 
compared to 122 full-time, tenure-line faculty from RI institutions—a subset of the sample from 
the Braxton, Bayer, and Finkelstein study. Braxton, Lambert, and Clark (1995) addressed the 
first research question by employing a 2x4 multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). The 
four norms, serving as dependent variables, were compared across faculty and graduate assistants 
and across the four discipline areas. No statistically significant differences were found on norm 
espousal between graduate assistants and faculty or between academic disciplines. Though the 
authors pointed out several limitations—comparing a single institution sample to a national 
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 sample, comparing RII graduate assistants to RI faculty, limited applicability of findings to 
lower-division undergraduate course offerings of moderate enrollments—they suggested the 
consistency of norm espousal between graduate assistants and faculty should ease some concerns 
about graduate assistant instruction in undergraduate education. They also were interested in 
what the findings reveal about the graduate school socialization process, since the graduate 
assistants already espoused the norms. Braxton et. al. (1995) suggested the norms are perhaps 
indicative of larger societal norms, are espoused by the graduate assistants as aspirants to the 
profession, or are understood through the recent undergraduate student experience many entering 
graduate assistants had just left. 
Community colleges. Bayer and Braxton (1998) continued their exploration of 
undergraduate teaching norms with an investigation into the normative patterns of community 
college faculty. As in other CTBI-related studies, the authors grounded the work in literature on 
the professions—particularly on the aspect of the ideal of service within a professional 
community. As with other higher education faculty, community college faculty lack a formal 
code of conduct. Awareness of the proscriptive behaviors of the occupational group would be 
helpful in understanding the degree to which the group has a service ethic to its clients. Bayer 
and Braxton (1998) also asserted that the professional status of community college faculty has 
been questioned even more than university faculty because community college faculty often have 
little if any research role expectation—the source of more clear markers of professionalization 
for university faculty. They cited the work of Cohen and Brawer (1996), who forwarded that the 
heightened role of teaching among community college faculty is a unique marker of 
professionalization in this subset of undergraduate faculty.  
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 The authors also discussed how the CTBI instrument had been administered to other 
groups but not to community college faculty. As with other higher education faculty groups, the 
authors were interested in the effect of personal and social controls on espousal levels. Since 
gender and age are correlated with various career performance expectations (Blackburn & 
Lawrence, 1995), the authors were interested in these criteria. Also, the differing degree level 
and service expectations of community college faculty could potentially affect norm espousal, so 
the authors sought to determine the effect of degree level and administrative duties on norm 
espousal. Essentially, the authors were interested if the norms among community college faculty 
are similar to other undergraduate teaching faculty and also if the normative pattern of 
community college faculty helps to demonstrate a unique professional status for the group. 
 Bayer and Braxton (1998) randomly selected 137 two-year institutions from the 1366 
listed by the CFAT (1987). They then obtained copies of the college catalogs and selected 
faculty from the four discipline areas used in previous CTBI studies. The authors purposely only 
selected full-time faculty when differences in category were noted. A sample of 800 individuals 
was randomly selected from the faculty list generated by the first two steps of the sampling 
process. The survey was mailed, followed by a postcard reminder, and finally a second mailing 
of the survey. A total of 265 surveys were returned and met the criteria to be used. A factor 
analysis, as used in previous CTBI studies, was employed. Furthermore, the influence of the 
personal and social variables on norm espousal were distinguished by employing hierarchical 
multiple linear regression to assess the influence of discipline, gender, age, highest degree 
earned, and administrative experience. 
 The authors found that a unique norm existed within the community college professoriate 
not found in other samples of higher education faculty—restrictive accessibility. In other words, 
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 community college faculty expect one another to be accessible to each other and to students. The 
effect of personal and social variables showed little difference in espousal levels. However, 
faculty in hard disciplines, of younger age, with administrative experience, and of higher degree 
level assigned slightly higher sanction for norm violations. Despite these slight differences, 
Bayer and Braxton (1998) argued the proscriptive normative structure of community college 
faculty suggest the group is more professionalized than otherwise believed and that the norms are 
relatively homogenous among the occupational group. The score for number of behaviors 
requiring intervention on the instrument exceeded university faculty, indicating community 
college faculty members hold high standards in regards to teaching and teaching-related 
behaviors. The authors argued the findings indicate a service ethic toward student clients but also 
discussed the need of the community college professoriate to develop a specialized knowledge 
centered on instruction, to demonstrate the achievement of an esoteric knowledge base 
foundational to professionalization. 
Comparative synthesis. With studies on RI, CUCII, community college faculty, and an 
unpublished dataset of information on liberal arts college faculty norm espousal, Braxton and 
Bayer (1999) sought to synthesize the CTBI-related scholarship under the premise that “the body 
of scholarship focusing on normative preferences for undergraduate teaching is considerably less 
extensive than that for research” (p. 6). In their synthesizing study, Braxton and Bayer sought to 
ascertain the inviolable and admonitory patterns of behavior that comprise the normative 
structure of college teaching. Furthermore, they were interested in patterns of similarities and 
differences in norm espousal across institution types, academic disciplines, and faculty 
characteristics. They also wanted to determine a normative array core to all institution types, 
academic disciplines, and faculty characteristics.  
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  In order to address this research agenda, Braxton and Bayer (1999) used the factor 
analysis methods from previous studies to determine the inviolable and admonitory norms of the 
diverse groups of higher education faculty. To test the differences of levels of norm espousal by 
institution type and by academic discipline, the authors employed a 5 x 4 ANOVA for each of 
the seven inviolable and nine admonitory norms. The effect of gender, administrative experience, 
professional status, and tenure were tested through a t-test for differences in norm espousal, and 
a Pearson correlation was used to determine the relationship between research productivity and 
norm espousal.  
 Braxton and Bayer (1999) found that faculty across institution type agreed on the level of 
impropriety associated with particularistic grading and moral turpitude and are core inviolable 
norms among higher education faculty. Also, three admonitory norms shared equal levels of 
disdain for faculty of all institutional types—authoritarian classroom, inadequate course design, 
and teaching secrecy. Of the other five inviolable norms and six admonitory norms, R1 faculty 
tended to assign lesser degrees of negative sanction for norm violation. Of the disciplines, 
biologists tended to have the highest levels of norm espousal, granting greater degrees of 
negative sanction for all but three of the collective inviolable and admonitory norms shared 
across discipline. Of the individual faculty characteristics tested, only gender and administrative 
experience proved to have any statistically significant relationship to norm espousal levels, with 
women and faculty with administrative experience having slightly higher degrees of norm 
espousal for selected norms. 
Theory development, suggested future applications, and extending the use of the 
CTBI framework. Braxton and Bayer (1999) concluded their comparative study by suggesting a 
development “toward a more general theory of norm espousal” (p. 170). Namely, they forwarded 
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 the theory that higher levels of faculty autonomy is associated with less sanctioning of 
impropriety. Also, an increased importance of teaching in overall faculty role performance 
correlates to greater levels of norm espousal for college teaching behaviors. Braxton and Bayer 
stated “these hypotheses await further conceptual development” (p. 170) and suggested, among 
many research directions, an expanded research effort outside of the four disciplines used in the 
CTBI research and to continue to explore norm espousal in other institution types. 
Researchers have extended CTBI research to previously unexamined areas of college 
teaching norm espousal. For example, Green (2008) sought to discover the teaching norms of 
nursing instructors, a discipline outside of the line of inquiry originated by the Braxton and 
Bayer (1999) affiliated studies. Green administered the CTBI survey to nursing educators and 
found many overlapping norms between the Braxton and Bayer study and the nursing educators’ 
norms but did find an additional inviolable norm among nursing educators—unrealistic course 
standards. Green argued the norm present among this group results from the nursing faculty’s 
focus on coursework alignment to professional standards as reflected on the nursing licensing 
exams. Helland (2010) sought to ascertain if graduate students educated outside of the United 
States as undergraduates held the same anticipatory norms of college teaching as those who were 
undergraduates at American universities. She administered the surveys to entering graduate 
assistants at a large Research I university and found those educated outside of the United States 
had several statistically significant lower levels of disdain for violations of inviolable norms. 
However, both groups held to similar normative arrays as other higher education faculty groups. 
BrckaLorenz (2008), too, applied the CTBI research in new ways toward graduate students—
assessing the development of norm espousal levels over time. She administered the CTBI 
instrument to a group of entering graduate assistants and full-time faculty at a Research I 
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 university and found entering graduate assistants espoused norms at higher levels than faculty 
and that more veteran graduate assistants espoused norms at similar levels to faculty. The 
findings of both Helland and BrckaLorenz demonstrate the need to study the role of graduate 
school socialization in faculty professional identity formation.  
Braxton’s (2010) introduction to the special issue of The Journal of Higher Education on 
norms in academe enumerated how research on the study of norm espousal had spread to 
occupations within higher education but outside of college teaching. For example, Fleming 
(2010) ascertained the normative arrays for the presidency held by faculty senate members 
(Fleming, 2010), and Bray (2010) studied the perceived norm espousal of faculty members 
pertaining to expectations of the academic dean position. Furthermore, Hodum and James (2010) 
researched the normative structure for college admissions and recruitment officers, and Caboni 
(2010) presented an empirical study on the norms of institutional development officers. The 
importance of understanding performance norms of various positions within higher education is 
critical to balancing professional autonomy and the protection of higher education’s diverse 
stakeholders, particularly considering the ambiguity and complexity of the goals of higher 
education in a time of increased focus on student outcome assessments. 
CTBI Research and the Spectrum of Community College Faculty 
Among higher education students, those who attend community college are perhaps most 
dependent upon the faculty-student relationship. While the knowledge of norms of non-full-time, 
non-tenure-line faculty is limited across higher education, this lack of knowledge may arguably 
be most problematic when considering the community college professoriate because of the 
institution’s dependence on contingent faculty. Within the spectrum of faculty groups teaching in 
community colleges today, an overview of literature on these groups demonstrates differences in 
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 levels of autonomy, teaching role primacy, academic discipline membership, and institutional 
and graduate school socialization processes—all hypothesized factors in norm espousal 
suggested by Braxton and Bayer (1999).  
This study used Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) research design and proposed theories as a 
touchstone for constructing an inquiry on a range of different faculty groups. While Braxton and 
Bayer studied faculty at different institutional types across higher education, this study focused 
on the differentiated faculty types within the community college (full-time, part-time, and dual 
credit). Next, Braxton and Bayer studied four academic disciplines across the Biglan (1973) 
classification of disciplines; this study expanded to consider applied disciplines which are most 
prevalent at community colleges. Finally, Braxton and Bayer studied individual faculty 
characteristics and norm espousal, and this study did so in a way tailored for characteristics 
relevant to the spectrum of community college faculty groups. 
Faculty type. Braxton & Bayer (1999) studied faculty at different institution types 
because of differences in levels of faculty autonomy and teaching primacy that exist across 
higher education. For example, faculty at research universities tend to have greater levels of 
autonomy and less of an emphasis on teaching as a primary role when compared to faculty at 
liberal arts colleges. Their findings indicate faculty with less autonomy and who have teaching as 
a greater role within their overall role performance expectations are more likely to espouse 
college teaching norms at higher levels. 
This study focused on only one institution type—community colleges. However, 
literature on the community college professoriate indicates there is reason to believe that full-
time, part-time, and high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty would differ in levels of 
teaching autonomy and primacy even though they teach within the same institution. For 
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 example, full-time faculty often have greater freedom in course and textbook selection than part-
time faculty and also serve in non-teaching roles at the institution (committee work, program 
coordination, etc.). Interestingly, part-time faculty actually report the same levels of teaching 
autonomy as full-timers (Leslie & Gappa, 2002). However, there is reason to believe there are 
differences in the view of teaching as a primary role. For example, part-time faculty are more 
likely to see student evaluations as important (Kozeracki, 2002), generally have few non-
teaching responsibilities (Eagan, 2007), and see secondary teachers as more of a peer reference 
group as opposed to university faculty as peers (Lee, 2002). When one considers this 
identification of part-time faculty with high school teachers, one must consider that high school 
teachers have a history of less autonomy and greater value placed on teaching when compared to 
higher education faculty (Gitlin & Labaree, 1996; Hargreaves & Goodson, 1996; Robertson, 
1996). Essentially, as Braxton and Bayer (1999) explored differences in institutional type, there 
are similar differences in autonomy and teaching primacy across faculty types within community 
college faculty that justified exploration into this variable. 
Academic discipline. Braxton & Bayer (1999) studied academic discipline and 
referenced Lodahl and Gordon (1972) to explain faculty in fields with high levels of 
paradigmatic development tend to have less professional autonomy. In other words, faculty in 
Biology operate in a field with several universally accepted scientific theories and laws (higher 
paradigmatic development), while faculty in History work in areas of greater subjectivity and 
ambiguity (lower paradigmatic development). Braxton and Bayer found higher paradigmatic 
development of a faculty’s academic discipline to be associated with higher levels of norm 
espousal on several college teaching behaviors. They recommended extending their research 
from the four academic disciplines studied to particularly the applied fields. 
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 Community college faculty teach in a number of applied disciplines, but extending the 
use of Biglan’s (1973) classification of academic disciplines is potentially problematic because it 
did not originally provide a category for such fields. Young (2007) has modified Biglan’s 
classification system for use in community college research by adding the categories of Trades 
and Developmental in addition to the life, non-life, hard, and soft descriptors for academic fields. 
Academic discipline as a variable related to norm espousal should be explored because of a 
lessened role of discipline within community college professoriate when compared to other 
higher education groups. For example, academic discipline affiliation in higher education is 
typically associated with having earned a doctorate in the field; however, community college 
faculty are far less likely to carry a doctoral credential (even more so for CTE and part-time 
faculty) (Palmer, 2002). Additionally, community college faculty (and the part-time faculty 
subgroup more so) are less likely to participate in academic discipline affiliated organizations 
than other higher education faculty groups (Leslie & Gappa, 2002). Also, when considering dual 
credit faculty, Talbert & McLaughlin (1996) asserted that academic discipline membership is far 
less important for high school teachers than even local institutional contexts (school setting, 
socioeconomic status of students, etc.). As a whole, it appears that academic discipline would 
play less of a role in norm espousal among the spectrum of community college faculty because 
of lessened roles of academic discipline affiliation. This difference in levels of academic 
discipline affiliation, coupled with the addition of the potential of exploring the norm espousal 
patterns of faculty in applied academic disciplines, made the academic discipline variable worthy 
of study. 
Individual faculty characteristics. Braxton & Bayer (1999) sought to discover the role 
of a number of individual faculty characteristics with levels of espousal on a number of 
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 inviolable and admonitory norms. They studied gender and administrative experience and found 
women and faculty with administrative experience to espouse norms at higher levels than men 
and to faculty without administrative experience. These two variables are explored in this study 
also. Braxton and Bayer mentioned that race was not studied in their work on college teaching 
norms but that it should be explored in future studies on college teaching norms. This variable 
was investigated in this study. 
Braxton and Bayer (1999) also researched the effects of individual faculty characteristics 
relevant to many higher education faculty members but not necessarily pertinent when 
researching the spectrum of community college faculty. For example, research activity is not a 
variable relevant to the community college professoriate because of the lack of emphasis on 
research in the professional role (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). Similarly, rank and tenure are not 
associated with research achievement at community colleges but are more indicative of time 
spent at an institution (and are also only limited to full-time faculty). In place of these individual 
faculty characteristics used by Braxton and Bayer, a few variables relevant for the range of 
community college faculty were analyzed in the study. First, highest degree earned was selected 
because it could help to serve as a proxy for graduate school socialization (a factor found to be 
important in norm espousal in prior CTBI studies). Similarly, focus of highest degree earned was 
examined, as community college faculty (especially part-time and dual credit faculty) are more 
likely to have education-focused degrees as opposed to subject-area degrees (Cohen & Brawer, 
2003; Goldhaber & Brewer, 1996). Additionally, levels of teaching autonomy were investigated 
because literature indicated potential differences in autonomy of the faculty type groups (Gitlin 
& Labaree, 1996; Hargreaves & Goodson, 1996; Robertson, 1996), and also prior CTBI studies 
demonstrated that higher levels of autonomy were associated with lower levels of espousal. 
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 Despite these consistent findings, the level of autonomy of faculty in past studies relied on 
literature that generalized about autonomy in different institutional types (see Baldridge, Curtis, 
Ecker, and Riley, 1978; Birnbaum, 1988). This study modified an instrument developed by 
Pearson and Hall (1993), entitled the Teaching Autonomy Scale, to determine if espousal levels 
on college teaching norms could be linked empirically to levels of teaching autonomy as gauged 
through an existing research instrument. 
Finally, faculty often arrive at a community college with no preparation or background 
specific to teaching at this unique institution type. Therefore, community colleges have made a 
significant effort to provide faculty development aimed at the unique demands of teaching in a 
community college setting (Murray, 2002). While development efforts among full-time 
community college faculty have been extensive, it is likely that part-time and dual credit faculty 
have not had the same access to these experiences as full-time faculty. One must wonder if the 
restrictive access norm found by Bayer and Braxton (1998) among full-time community college 
faculty, which the authors argue may be linked to institutional socialization efforts, is held by 
part-time faculty who have limited institutional integration (Outcalt, 2002; Wyles, 1998). Part-
time faculty often hold appointments at multiple institutions in an academic year (Eagan, 2007), 
and are often informed of teaching appointments less than a month before the start of a course 
(Jacobs, 1998). This lack of access to institutional faculty development is likely to be present 
among dual credit faculty also, as collaboration between high school teachers and community 
college faculty has been a concern among community college leaders (Andrews & Barnett, 
2001). Development efforts aimed at dual credit faculty have only recently garnered codification 
through strengthened dual credit policy standards forwarded by NACEP and the IDCQA in 2010. 
In addition to institution-based faculty development participation, the variable of conference-
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 based development is also investigated in this study as it is likely that differences may exist in 
this area due to the greater likelihood of full-time employees gaining access to off-campus 
conference experiences through the benefit of funded travel and conference registration 
expenses. 
In short, there are a number of variables specific to the range of community college 
faculty that would test the norm espousal factors forwarded by Braxton and Bayer (1999) and 
merit study to better understand a higher education faculty group undergoing structural change. 
Summary 
The use of the CTBI instrument to study the normative patterns of college teaching by 
different faculty groups is firmly grounded in the literature on the role of norms in the 
professions and in sociological theory on norm violation. This conceptual framework and 
research design crystallized in Braxton and Bayer (1999) has allowed researchers to extend the 
study of college teaching norms to a variety of higher education contexts and teaching groups. 
Furthermore, the findings from these studies have been used to forward theories about the 
espousal of college teaching behaviors by faculty and have spurred studies on how to use 
knowledge of teaching norms to affect college teaching policies and practices. No studies, 
however, had yet investigated the full spectrum of community college faculty. Exploring this 
area presented opportunities to further ascertain teaching norms in yet-to-be studied groups, to 
test developing norm espousal theories, and to use a full knowledge of teaching performance 
norms within the community college to affect policy and practice related to community college 
instruction. 
  
51 
 
 CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
This chapter outlines the methods and procedures that were used to collect and analyze 
data for the study of college teaching behaviors of the spectrum of community college faculty. 
The following sections are presented in this chapter: (a) research design, (b) description of 
population and sample, (c) the instrumentation used for this study, (d) data collection procedures, 
and (e) and methods for analyzing the data. 
Research Design 
 Survey research, used to generalize from a sample to a population (Creswell, 2009), was 
chosen as a method for this study because the purpose of this study was to survey a sample 
spectrum of community college faculty types and disciplines to generalize about the teaching 
performance norms among community college faculty and the differences in espousal level 
based on faculty type, discipline affiliation, and individual background characteristics. A survey 
was the preferred data collection procedure for this study because it allowed for the possibility to 
gather data from a large amount of respondents with minimal travel and time and to use these 
responses from the sample to better understand the population (Fowler, 2002). The self-
administered questionnaire was cross-sectional and only had one data collection point. The 
survey was administered online through SurveyMonkey.  
Population and Sample 
  Due to the interest in including secondary teachers serving as dual credit faculty, faculty 
teaching in NACEP member community college institutions in the state of Illinois were the 
population. Illinois community colleges were chosen because dual credit faculty are officially 
recognized as faculty members of the community college (IDCQA, 2010). NACEP member 
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 institutions were the proposed sample because NACEP specifically promotes the dual credit 
arrangement of qualified high school teachers teaching dual credit courses at the high school site 
during the regular school day—as opposed to having students travel to the college campus or full 
or part-time college faculty travel to the high school site. In 2008, there were 2,323 individuals 
who served as faculty members in the six Illinois’ community colleges (ICCB, 2009) that are 
current members of NACEP. Full-time faculty comprised 654 of the total and 1,669 were part-
time faculty members.   
While full-time faculty members are often listed on college websites or in college 
catalogs—the latter was used by Braxton and Bayer (1998) in their study—part-time faculty and 
secondary teachers serving as dual credit faculty are often contingent employees of the college 
and more difficult to identify for sampling purposes. This is perhaps one reason why research 
using the CTBI instrument has not been done on these populations before. Therefore, this study 
did not rely on publicly available information for sampling. Instead, the six chief academic 
officers of the Illinois NACEP community colleges were contacted by e-mail in Spring 2011 
about having their faculty members participate in the study. Of the institutions contacted, three 
declined participation in the study. Three institutions accepted the invitation to participate in the 
study. 
Instrumentation 
 The CTBI survey instrument initially developed by Braxton et al. (1992) was used in this 
research project. Permission to use the instrument for this study was granted by Braxton (see 
Appendix B). The instrument was specifically designed by the authors to ascertain the teaching 
performance norms held by higher education faculty. To determine the presence of social norms 
within the profession, the authors drew from Durkheim’s (1912/1995) theory that negative 
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 reaction to a behavior is indicative of social norm violation. Drawing from literature on the ethics 
of college teaching, and after reviewing sample behaviors with a panel of experts in higher 
education, Braxton et. al. developed the CTBI instrument with 126 potential norm-violating 
behaviors, and asked respondents to determine the sanction for the behavior on the following 
scale: 1) appropriate/encourage, 2) discretionary, 3) mildly inappropriate/ignore, 4) 
inappropriate/handle informally, 5) very inappropriate/requires intervention. See Appendix C for 
the original CTBI instrument and Appendix D for the modified instrument used in this study. 
 The proposed research study made slight modifications to the original CTBI instrument. 
The conversion of the instrument to an online survey delivery and the modification of 
demographic questions appropriate for the community college faculty sample both have 
precedents in past research employing the CTBI instrument (see BrckaLorenz, 2008; Helland, 
2006).  
Braxton and Bayer (1999) argued that the extensive research findings garnered from the 
use of the CTBI support the reliability of the instrument: “the instrument is generally applicable 
across disciplines, across institutional settings, and over time” (p. 20). In their cross-institutional 
synthesis of studies, their reporting of Cronbach’s alpha statistics for the ascertained inviolable 
and admonitory norms helps to demonstrate the levels of reliability. Specifically, George and 
Mallery (2003) report the general rule for assessing internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha 
is: α ≥ 0.9 is excellent; 0.8 ≤ α < 0.9 is good; 0.7 ≤ α < 0.8 is acceptable; 0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 is 
questionable; 0.5 ≤ α < 0.6 is poor; and, α < .5 is unacceptable. In Braxton and Bayer, none of 
the normative patterns would have internal consistency reliability considered to be excellent, 
four normative patterns would be considered good, three normative patterns considered 
acceptable, six of the normative patterns considered questionable, three of the normative patterns 
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 considered poor, and none of the normative patterns would be considered unacceptable. In this 
current study’s findings, the internal consistency reliability is a bit stronger: two normative 
patterns classified as excellent, seven as good, four as acceptable, three as questionable, two as 
poor, and none would be considered unacceptable. See Tables 4.2-4.19 for specific Cronbach’s 
alpha values for each of the eight inviolable and ten admonitory norms ascertained in this study. 
In addition to some of the limitations of reliability, Braxton and Bayer also concede potential 
limitations in the validity of the CTBI because it is not “exhaustive of the universe of behaviors 
subject to normative criteria” (p. 156).  
Data Collection 
A web link to the CTBI survey was sent to the CAOs of the participating institutions by 
e-mail. The CAOs forwarded the e-mail with the imbedded web link to all faculty members 
working for the institution. The web link opened to a consent form. Faculty chose to participate 
by indicating their voluntary consent on the webpage and then filled out the web survey. Two 
weeks after the initial contact of the CAOs, a follow-up e-mail was sent for the CAOs to forward 
to the faculty. Two weeks later, a final e-mail was sent for the CAOs to forward to the faculty 
(see Appendix G for initial, follow-up, and final invitation e-mails). The data collection used 
several techniques outlined by Dillman (2007) to increase response rates. In addition to 
following the suggestion of multiple contacts, the invitations drew from Dillman’s tailored 
design method and used his outlined techniques to establish trust, increase rewards, and reduce 
social costs of participation. Specific examples of the techniques used were providing a token of 
appreciation through a library book donation to the faculty participants’ respective colleges 
(establish trust), a tangible reward of a chance to win one of three $50 gift certifications was 
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 mentioned (increase reward), and the researcher addressed participants as a community college 
faculty peer who would ensure participant anonymity (reduce social costs).  
Data collected from the CTBI through SurveyMonkey was exported into Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences Version 19. Prior to performing data analyses to answer the research 
questions of the study, the data were cleaned to remove any surveys with incomplete responses. 
During the data cleaning process, 74 responses were removed because the participants filled out 
the consent form but did not respond to any of the survey items.  Also, 17 additional participants’ 
responses were removed because they stopped participation at the conclusion of a section and did 
not then complete all sections of the survey. After cleaning the data, 250 responses remained in 
the dataset for analysis. Of the remaining 250 responses, some participants had scattered omitted 
responses on the sanction scale items in the survey and on the demographic questionnaire 
sections.   
A summary of full-time, part-time, and high school faculty for the research sites is 
provided in Table 3.1. Reported numbers for full-time and part-time faculty are from ICCB 
(2009) and may not exactly reflect the number of faculty teaching at each site in fall 2011; 
however, those numbers were not available at the time of this data analysis. There were no 
numbers available on the number of secondary teachers serving as dual credit faculty members 
statewide (S. Parke, personal communication, 2010, July 1). The participating colleges 
responded with numbers of high school teachers who serve dual credit faculty teaching in the 
current academic year. The number of responses in each faculty type category in the sample is 
based on a coding of the participants response to the following prompt from the modified CTBI 
instrument used in this study: “check the description(s) that apply to you: I am a community 
college faculty member; I am a part-time community college faculty member; I am a full-time 
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 high school teacher.” A total of 19 of the 250 respondents checked more than one description. Of 
this total, 18 responses indicated both part-time college faculty and full-time high school teacher 
descriptions; these responses were coded as high school faculty respondents in the below table 
and in statistical analyses focused on faculty type in this study. One respondent indicated both 
full-time faculty and part-time faculty descriptions; this response was coded as a full-time faculty 
response in the below table and in statistical analyses focused on faculty type in this study. While 
full-time faculty and high school teachers responded at comparable rates, the response rate of 
part-time faculty was approximately one third of the rate for the two other faculty groups. This 
large difference in response rate is noteworthy and is a limitation when considering the findings 
and implications of this study related to part-time faculty. 
Table 3.1 
Study Sites and Faculty Samples 
 
 
 
Full-time faculty 
 
Part-time faculty 
 
High school teacher  
 
Community 
college 
 
 
Invite 
 
 
Responses 
 
 
Invite 
 
 
Response 
 
 
Invite 
 
 
Response 
 
College A 
 
108 
 
21 
 
231 
 
19 
 
50 
 
24 
 
College B 
 
105 
 
18 
 
315 
 
18 
 
100 
 
17 
 
College C 
 
169 
 
68 
 
419 
 
51 
 
45 
 
12 
 
Total 
 
(16.1%) 
 
382 
 
107  
 
(28.0%) 
 
965 
 
88 
 
(9.1%) 
 
195 
 
53 
 
(27.2%) 
 
Data Analysis 
 
 In order to answer the proposed research questions, this study explored and investigated 
the relationships of the independent and dependent variables outlined in Table 3.2. The first 
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 research question was answered by calculating the mean scores on each of the 126 items of the 
CTBI instrument.  Separate factor analyses of the mean of the responses that fell in the 4.00-5.00 
(inviolable) and 3.00-3.99 (admonitory) range were performed. Some respondents did leave 
scattered omitted responses and all missing values on sanction scale items were replaced with the 
mean responses during the factor analyses; however, these missing values were not replaced for 
any other statistical procedure performed in the study. The factor analyses allowed for 
identification of inviolable and admonitory patterns of normative behaviors, respectively. The 
additional research questions were answered by analyzing the relationships of the independent 
variables of faculty type, academic discipline, and individual faculty characteristics on the 
dependent variables—the espousal of individual inviolable and admonitory norms. 
Table 3.2 
Variables and Research Questions 
Dependent 
variables 
Independent 
variables 
 
Associated research question topic 
 
Data analysis 
   
RQ1. Normative patterns of spectrum? 
 
Factor analysis 
 
Inviolable and 
admonitory 
norm espousal 
 
Faculty type 
 
RQ2. Faculty type 
differences/similarities? 
 
Analysis of 
variance 
 
Inviolable and 
admonitory 
norm espousal 
 
Academic 
discipline 
 
RQ3. Academic discipline 
differences/similarities? 
 
Analysis of 
variance 
 
 
Inviolable and 
admonitory 
norm espousal 
 
 
Individual 
faculty 
characteristics 
 
RQ4. Individual faculty characteristics? 
Above and beyond discipline and type? 
 
Multiple 
regression 
analysis 
 
In Table 3.3, the response options for the independent variables and the use of 
coding/scale is outlined. Additionally, Table 3.3 provides number of participants associated with 
the coded variables, when applicable. On the survey instrument, provided response options were 
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 included for the questions related to gender, race/ethnicity, administrative experience, years of 
teaching experience in different contexts, highest degree earned, faculty type, faculty 
development participation, and teaching autonomy.  
Coding of faculty type, as described previously, first involved an analyses of provided 
responses, focusing on what faculty type(s) to which the respondent self-identified: full-time 
community college faculty, part-time community college faculty, and full-time high school 
faculty were provided response options. During this initial coding of faculty type, a 
categorization of high school, part-time, and full-time faculty appeared to be oversimplifying the 
faculty type structure occurring in the sample since a large group of respondents identified with 
more than one faculty type.  Therefore, a second layer of faculty type was developed by 
determining whether or not the dual credit or traditional, non-dual credit setting was the reported 
primary college teaching context for a faculty respondent. Faculty who reported typically 
teaching more dual credit sections than community college sections were coded as primarily dual 
credit faculty while faculty who reported more community college sections than dual credit 
sections were coded as primarily non-dual credit faculty. 
Responses to academic discipline and degree focus were open-ended. Respondents were 
asked to identify the primary subject area they teach, and their responses were recoded into either 
hard, soft, or trades classifications. The classification system used draws from Young’s (2007) 
modification of Biglan’s (1973) classification of academic disciplines for use in the community 
college setting. Additionally, this study used a previous application of Young’s (2007) modified 
Biglan classification performed by Fontenot (2012) as an example for how to classify the 
disciplines unique to the community college setting. While Fontenot (2012) used categories of 
hard-applied, hard-pure, soft-applied, soft-pure, and trades, this sample included only nine 
59 
 
 faculty from the hard-applied disciplines, which did not provide sufficient statistical power for 
the proposed analyses. Therefore, the initial coding was collapsed into hard, soft, and trades 
categories, allowing for sufficient cases in each discipline for analysis. Due to a large number of 
blank responses on this item by participants, an unreported category was also used in coding in 
order to retain cases for sufficient statistical analyses. For a listing of the coding of the responses 
to primary subject area taught, please see Appendix F.  Degree focus was ascertained through 
respondents listing the title of their degree; their responses were then recoded into either subject 
area focus or education-related. For a listing of the coding of the responses to degree focus, 
please see Appendix G. 
Table 3.3  
Independent Variables 
 
 
Variables 
 
 
Response options 
 
Descriptive 
statistics 
 
 
Coding/scale 
 
Faculty type 
 
Full-time community college 
Part-time community college 
Full-time high school 
  
- 
 
Categorical 
 
Faculty type 
 
 
Number of sections of types of 
courses taught in a typical year 
(open-ended): 
     Community college sections  
     (excluding dual credit) 
     Dual credit sections 
     High school sections 
     Four-year university sections 
 
 
- 
 
Numerical 
 
Recode faculty 
type 
 
(FT) Selects full time community 
college 
(PT) Selects part-time community 
college and no other option 
(HS) Selects full-time high school 
 
 
FT- 107 
PT- 89 
HS- 53 
 
Categorical 
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 Table 3.3 (continued) 
 
 
Variables 
 
 
Response options 
 
Descriptive 
statistics 
 
 
Coding/scale 
 
Recode primary 
non-dual credit 
 
(Primary dual credit) For FT, PT, 
HS type and dual credit sections 
typically taught were greater than 
community college sections 
typically taught = 0 
(Primary non-dual credit) For FT, 
PT, HS type and community 
college sections typically taught 
were greater than dual credit 
sections typically taught = 1 
 
 
DC primary- 54 
Non-DC 
primary- 195 
 
Dichotomous 
 
Primary teaching 
area (academic 
discipline) 
 
Open-ended 
 
- 
 
 
 
Recode 
academic 
discipline 
 
Hard (high consensus) 
Soft (low consensus) 
Trades 
Unreported 
 
Hard- 55 
Soft- 118 
Trades- 26 
Unreported- 51 
 
Categorical 
 
 
Race 
 
White/Caucasian/European 
Black/African-American 
Hispanic/Latino 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
American Indian/Alaska Native 
Other 
 
- 
 
Categorical 
 
 
Recode race 
 
White = 0 
Non-White = 1 
 
White- 236 
Non-White- 10 
 
Dichotomous 
 
Gender 
 
Male = 0 
Female = 1 
 
Male- 73 
Female- 174 
 
Dichotomous 
 
Administrative 
experience 
 
No = 0 
Yes = 1 
 
No- 218 
Yes- 28 
 
Dichotomous 
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 Table 3.3 (continued) 
 
 
Variables 
 
 
Response options 
 
Descriptive 
statistics 
 
 
Coding/scale 
 
Highest degree 
earned 
 
High School Diploma/GED 
Associate’s 
Bachelor’s 
Master’s 
Doctorate/Professional 
 
- 
 
Categorical 
 
Recode highest 
degree earned 
 
Bachelor’s or less 
Master’s 
Doctorate 
 
Bachelor’s or 
less- 45 
Master’s- 179 
Doctorate- 24 
 
Categorical 
 
Degree focus 
 
Open-ended 
 
- 
 
 
Recode degree 
focus 
 
Education-Related = 0 
Subject Area Only = 1 
 
Education- 68 
Subject- 169 
 
Dichotomous 
 
Years of 
experience 
 
How many years of experience do 
you have for each of the 
following? (open-ended): 
    Total years taught at community 
    college level 
    Years of high school teaching                                                                           
    experience 
    Years of university teaching  
    experience 
 
- 
 
Numerical 
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 Table 3.3 (continued) 
 
 
Variables 
 
 
Response options 
 
Descriptive 
statistics 
 
 
Coding/scale 
 
Recode years of 
experience 
 
How many years of experience do 
you have for each of the 
following? (open-ended): 
    Total years taught at community 
    college level (accept open-ended 
    response; if blank and reports 
    zero typical sections taught at 
    community college then enter 
    value of zero) 
    Years of high school teaching                                                                           
    experience (accept open-ended 
    response; if blank and reports 
    zero typical sections taught at 
    high school then enter value 
    of zero) 
    Years of university teaching  
    experience (accept open-ended 
    response; if blank and reports 
    zero typical sections taught at 
    university then enter value 
    of zero) 
 
 
- 
 
Numerical 
 
Faculty 
development 
 
Number of times attending types of 
faculty development events in a 
typical year (open-ended): 
     College-wide in-service 
     College department meeting 
     State/regional/national  
     conference 
     focused on teaching 
     State/regional/national  
     conference focused on subject  
     area you teach 
 
- 
 
Numerical 
 
Recode 
institution-based 
development 
 
Sum of responses to college-wide 
in-service and college department 
meeting 
 
- 
 
Numerical 
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 Table 3.3 (continued) 
 
 
Variables 
 
 
Response options 
 
Descriptive 
statistics 
 
 
Coding/scale 
 
Recode 
conference-
based 
development 
 
Sum of responses to 
state/regional/national conference 
focused on teaching and 
state/regional/national conference 
focused on subject area you teach 
 
- 
 
Numerical 
 
Teaching 
autonomy 
 
In the college courses I teach, I 
have the freedom to: ((1) definitely 
false, (2) somewhat false, (3) 
somewhat true, (4) definitely true) 
 
General autonomy items 
-use creativity in developing 
teaching activities 
-use classroom time and classroom 
space to my discretion 
-determine assessments to be used 
for measuring student learning 
  
Curricular autonomy items 
 -determine course content 
 -set learning goals and     
objectives 
 -choose course materials to be 
 used 
 
- 
 
Ordinal 
 
Recode 
curricular 
autonomy 
 
High autonomy (top quartile of 
sum of responses to curricular 
autonomy items) 
Middle autonomy (middle quartiles 
of sum of responses to curricular 
autonomy items) 
Low autonomy (bottom quartile of 
sum of responses to curricular 
autonomy items) 
 
High- 63 
Middle- 114 
Low- 68 
  
Categorical 
  
Inviolable and Admonitory Norms. Following methods outlined in Braxton and Bayer 
(1999) and Bayer and Braxton (1998), data analysis began by calculating the means and standard 
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 deviations for the 126 behaviors included in the CTBI survey. Forty-three items, more than one-
third (34%) of the behaviors on the survey, met the criterion of 4.00 or higher for an inviolable 
behavior; fifty-three items (42%) met the admonitory behavior criterion of greater than or equal 
to 3.00 and less than 4.00. Separate principle components analyses and varimax rotations of the 
43 identified inviolable behaviors and 53 admonitory behaviors were performed to determine 
separate underlying patterns of meaning. All missing values on sanction scale items were 
replaced with the mean responses during the factor analyses; however, these missing values were 
not replaced for any other statistical procedure performed in the study.  
For both inviolable and admonitory analyses, scree tests were performed to determine the 
number of factors to be extracted and rotated. For the factor analysis involving the inviolable 
behaviors, the scree test suggested an eight-factor solution, and the eight factors were then 
rotated using the varimax method. The rotated factor structure accounted for 54.0% of the 
variance. For items in the admonitory range, a scree test initially suggested either a five factor 
(49.7% variance accounted for) or six factor solution (52.3% variance accounted for). However, 
when rotating all ten factors with eigenvalues ≥ 1.00, there were some items with high loadings 
(≥.800) in the latter components. Stevens (1996) posited that when items with high loadings are 
found in the latter components of eigenvalues ≥ 1.00, then one should summarize the total of 
variables with an expanded number of factors beyond what may be first indicated in a scree test. 
In addition to this reason, the five-factor and six-factor solutions created for difficult 
interpretation of normative themes because of the large number of items within individual factor 
loadings—this issue is due to the overall large number of items included into the factor analysis 
when compared to past studies using the CTBI instrument. For these reasons, a ten-factor 
solution was used ascertaining the admonitory items’ factor loadings and for constructing the 10 
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 normative patterns of admonitory behaviors. The rotated 10-factor structure accounted for 61.6% 
of the variance.  
All items with factor loadings with a value greater than .326, in line with Stevens (1996) 
assertion of the statistical significance of such loadings for the current sample size, were 
included as part of a factor—or a cluster of behaviors to be named and analyzed. In instances 
where a single item may have loaded above .326 across two or more factors, the item was 
included solely in the factor on which it attained the greatest factor loading value. Tables 4.2-
4.19 in the following chapter show the factor loadings of the specific norms for each of the eight 
inviolable norms and ten admonitory norms, the Cronbach’s alpha estimates of internal 
consistency reliability computed for each of the factors, and the percent of sample responses in 
the non-sanctioned, admonitory, and inviolable ranges. 
Espousal levels of admonitory and inviolable norms. In order to determine differences 
in espousal level, a composite scale was computed for each case (respondent) on each of the 
identified normative patterns by summing each faculty’s assessment of severity of actions for all 
behaviors within a normative pattern and dividing this sum by the number of behaviors within a 
normative orientation. This scale used listwise deletion for missing values so there are 
fluctuations in the number of cases across the array of norms. Additionally, all ANOVA, t-tests, 
and regression analyses used listwise deletion to address any missing values from the 
independent variables. The correlation analyses described below employed pairwise deletion, 
removing only the missing values rather than entire cases from the analyses. 
Faculty type. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed for each of the 
identified inviolable and admonitory norms across the three different faculty types of FT, PT, or 
HS. Tukey post hoc analysis was used to find which faculty types had statistical differences in 
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 espousal levels. Difference in espousal of faculty whose primary college teaching is done in the 
dual credit environment as compared to faculty whose primary teaching is performed within the 
non-dual credit environment were addressed using a t-test of difference in norm espousal.  A .05 
probability level was used to identify statistically significant differences in norm espousal across 
the three self-identified faculty types and then also in the primarily dual credit or primarily non-
dual credit comparison. 
Academic discipline. A one-way ANOVA was performed for each of the identified 
inviolable and admonitory norms across the four different academic discipline classifications. 
Tukey post hoc analysis was used to find which academic disciplines had statistical differences 
in espousal levels. A .05 probability level was used to identify statistically significant differences 
in norm espousal across the four academic discipline areas. 
Individual Faculty Characteristics. Differences in espousal across gender, focus of 
highest degree, and administrative experience were addressed using t-test of difference in norm 
espousal. A t-test of difference in norm espousal across race was not performed due to a low 
number of non-white participants—the sample contains only 10 non-white cases (96% white 
sample composition). A one-way ANOVA with Tukey post hoc analysis, where findings were 
significant at the .05 level, was performed for both highest degree earned and curricular 
autonomy. Curricular autonomy items were isolated from the questions related to teaching 
autonomy on the survey instrument because items related to general autonomy, the other 
construct measured with the modification of the Teaching Autonomy Scale used in this study, 
was shown to be very high for all faculty groups—94.0% of respondents assessed their general 
teaching autonomy in the range between somewhat true and definitely true. In other words, the 
there was little variability in the composite faculty assessment of their freedom to “use creativity 
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 in developing teaching activities,” “use classroom time and classroom space to [his/her] 
discretion,” and to “determine assessments to be used for measuring student learning.” In 
contrast, only 54.7% of respondents assessed their curricular autonomy in the range between 
somewhat true and definitely true. An ANOVA to compare general and curricular autonomy 
across faculty types of FT, PT, and HS revealed no statistically significant differences on general 
autonomy and statistically significant differences for curricular autonomy at the .05 level. A 
correlation was used to determine the relationship between norm espousal levels on each of the 
eighteen norms and years taught in different contexts (high school, community college, and 
university), institution-based faculty development participation, and conference-based faculty 
development participation, respectively.  
A blocked regression was employed to determine if individual faculty characteristics 
affect the espousal of norms above and beyond the influence of faculty type or academic 
discipline (Research Question #4). A regression equation for each of the inviolable and 
admonitory norms was solved. Each of the normative patterns was measured using the composite 
scales developed for the eight inviolable and ten admonitory norms. Each of the 18 norms were 
regressed first on dummies representing faculty type—PT, HS, and non-dual credit primary 
faculty type; then three dummies representing academic discipline—hard, soft, unreported. Then 
each norm was additionally regressed on the individual faculty characteristics of gender, highest 
degree earned (doctorate and master’s), degree focus, administrative experience, years of 
teaching experience in different contexts (community college, high school, and university), 
curricular autonomy (high and low), and finally institution-based development and conference-
based development. The faculty type, academic discipline, highest degree earned, and curricular 
autonomy variables were measured as dummies; the variables of full-time faculty, trades, 
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 bachelor’s and below, and middle-level curricular autonomy were dropped from dummy 
construction because multiple regression requires that one category of a group be dropped when 
the variable cannot be expressed as numerical or dichotomous.  However, the variance is 
represented in the other category of the other variables in these cases. Statistical tests were 
conducted at the .05 level of statistical significance.  
The regression consisted of eighteen variables blocked into nine regression blocks. The 
individual variables are listed with their associated larger regression block label in parentheses. 
PT and HS (type); non-dual credit primary faculty type (credit structure); hard, soft, and no 
report (discipline); gender (gender); doctorate, master’s, and degree focus (degree); 
administrative experience (administrative experience); community college years taught, high 
school years taught, and university years taught (years experience); high autonomy and low 
autonomy (autonomy); and, institution-based development and conference based development 
(development). The additional variance accounted for by the final six variables, or the individual 
faculty characteristics, was compared to the variance accounted for by the first three variables, or 
the faculty type and academic discipline variables. 
Summary 
This study addressed the four research questions pertaining to the espousal of college 
teaching behaviors of the full range of community college faculty through a cross-sectional 
administration of the Collegiate Teaching Behaviors Inventory instrument to full-time, part-time, 
and dual credit faculty in three Illinois community colleges with membership in the National 
Alliance for Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships. A factor analysis was used to ascertain 
normative patterns of behavior, analysis of variance was employed to study differences in norm 
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 espousal across faculty type and academic discipline, and a multiple regression analysis was used 
to study the effect of pertinent individual faculty characteristics.  
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 CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 
 In this chapter, a synthesis of the research results is presented, beginning with an 
overview of the initial findings of the inviolable and admonitory normative patterns of teaching 
behaviors espoused by the full range of community college faculty. These findings are compared 
to those of Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) study on faculty across higher education and also to 
Bayer and Braxton’s (1998) initial study on community college faculty. After this overview of 
the inviolable and admonitory norms, results pertaining to research questions focusing on faculty 
type, academic discipline, and individual faculty characteristics are presented. 
Inviolable and Admonitory Norms of the Full Range of Community College Faculty 
 In research on college teaching norms, specific behaviors are defined as being inviolable 
if their mean values were 4.00 or higher on the sanction scale of the CTBI instrument; behaviors 
are defined as admonitory if their mean values are greater than or equal to 3.00 and less than 
4.00. Inviolable behaviors are defined as “proscribed behavior patterns [that] demand severe 
sanction” (Braxton & Bayer, 1999, p. 41) and admonitory behaviors are defined as behavior 
proscriptions which “evoke less indignation . . . [and which] individual faculty are cautioned not 
to violate” (p. 42). Appendix J displays the mean values of the 126 behaviors of the CTBI 
instrument. Of the 126 behaviors, a total of 43 behaviors were in the inviolable range and 53 
were in the admonitory range. 
 Two separate factor analyses, one for inviolable and one for admonitory behaviors, were 
performed by using the principal components approach. After a scree test and consideration of 
Stevens’ (1996) assertion that factor solutions should be expanded when items with high 
loadings are found in the latter components of eigenvalues ≥ 1.00, it was determined that an 
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 eight-factor solution was appropriate for inviolable items and a ten-factor solution for 
admonitory behaviors. The factors in both analyses were rotated using the varimax method. The 
eight patterns of inviolable normative behaviors were: instructor-centric practices, role 
imbalance, learner diversity intolerance, moral turpitude, inattentive planning, personal 
disregard, low standards, and student privacy disclosure. The ten patterns of admonitory 
behaviors were: instructional and assessment narrowness, teaching and colleague secrecy, 
inadequate course design, inadequate communication, professional development resistance, 
unsolicited colleague advice, minimal preparation, colleague misconduct non-reporting, student 
attendance ignorance, and class-time reduction. Each of the inviolable and admonitory norms 
are further described in this chapter. 
 Broadly speaking, the norms ascertained in this study have some overlap in the normative 
patterns of behaviors found in the comprehensive Braxton and Bayer (1999) study and the Bayer 
and Braxton (1998) study that focused on full-time community college faculty in primarily 
transfer disciplines. Some of the norms are nearly identical across the series of studies, with a 
few slight changes of norm name. However, there are also norms found in this study that are 
different from the previous studies. For a comparative list of norms across the three studies, with 
norms that appear to be relatively stable across the series of studies indicated in bold, see Table 
4.1. 
The overall different types of patterns of normative behavior found in this study are 
perhaps mostly due to the increased number of items and different items included in the factor 
analyses, when compared to previous CTBI studies. Specifically, Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) 
factor analysis of inviolable norms included only 33 items in the 4.00 or greater range and Bayer 
and Braxton’s (1998) factor analysis of inviolable norms included 34 items.  For this study, 43 
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 items scored in the inviolable range, and this addition of items to the factor analysis of inviolable 
behaviors led to normative patterns not always easily comparable to past studies. Many of the 
items included in the factor analysis for inviolable behaviors were admonitory in Braxton and 
Bayer. This study had 53 items in the admonitory range and so did the Braxton and Bayer 
comprehensive study. Several admonitory items in this study were below the 3.00 admonitory 
sanctioned range in Braxton and Bayer and so were not included in their factor analyses. 
Essentially, the factor analyses performed in this study contained different items than in previous 
studies.  
Table 4.1 
List of Inviolable and Admonitory Norms by Study 
  
 
Nagle (2012) 
 
 
Braxton & Bayer (1999) 
 
Bayer & Braxton 
(1998) 
 
Inviolable 
Norms 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
Role imbalance 
Learner diversity intolerance 
Moral turpitude 
Inattentive planning 
Personal disregard 
Low standards 
Student privacy disclosure 
 
Condescending 
negativism 
Inattentive planning 
Moral turpitude 
Particularistic grading 
Personal disregard 
Uncommunicated course 
details 
Uncooperative cynicism 
 
Interpersonal 
disregard 
Restrictive 
accessibility 
Inadequate planning 
Particularistic grading 
Moral turpitude 
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 Table 4.1 (continued) 
  
 
Nagle (2012) 
 
 
Braxton & Bayer (1999) 
 
Bayer & Braxton 
(1998) 
 
Admonitory 
Norms 
 
Instructional and assessment 
narrowness 
Teaching and colleague 
secrecy 
Inadequate course design 
Inadequate communication 
Professional development 
resistance 
Unsolicited colleague advice 
Minimal preparation 
Colleague misconduct non-
reporting 
Student attendance ignorance 
Class time reduction 
 
Advisement negligence 
Authoritarian classroom 
Inadequate 
communication 
Inadequate course 
design 
Inconvenience avoidance 
Instructional narrowness 
Insufficient syllabus 
Teaching secrecy 
Undermining colleagues 
 
Not applicable 
 
The findings presented in this chapter demonstrate a general increase of sanction levels, 
and this is mostly attributable to the inclusion of faculty groups not previously included in CTBI 
studies—namely career and technical education (CTE) faculty and high school faculty teaching 
dual credit courses. While it would be useful to perform a factor analysis of the data from 
respondents most similar to previous samples—full-time faculty teaching in hard and soft 
disciplines—such a comparison was not possible with this dataset because there was not enough 
full-time faculty respondents in this sample to generate enough statistical power for usable 
results. Additionally, some of the increase in sanction level may be associated with changes in 
attitude over time, as some behaviors related to college teaching (e.g. behaviors related to student 
privacy and identification) have received greater attention in the decade that has passed since 
much of Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) data collection. Essentially, a level comparison of like 
faculty groups was not possible with this sample. 
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 In order to both present the inviolable and admonitory norms ascertained in this study and 
to provide context for potential normative pattern shifts documented in this sample, the following 
information is included in each of the factor loading tables for the inviolable and admonitory 
norms (Tables 4.2-4.19): a) the behavior descriptor item from the CTBI instrument, b) the factor 
loading score for the item, and c) whether the item fell in the inviolable (INV), admonitory 
(ADM), or non-sanctioned (--) ranges in the Braxton and Bayer (1998) study on community 
college faculty, the comprehensive Braxton and Bayer (1999) study, and among the full-time 
transfer faculty (hard and soft discipline classifications) within this current study’s sample. It is 
important to note the Bayer and Braxton (1998) study only studied inviolable norms and did not 
focus on admonitory norms; therefore, a comparison of admonitory behaviors was not possible 
with the previous community college faculty study on college teaching behaviors and all non-
inviolable items from that study are reported as not available (NA) in the tables. Additionally, 
when isolating the full-time hard and soft discipline faculty from the sample used in this study, 
there were times that removing that group revealed a shift in sanction range placement. These 
shifts are marked with an asterisk (e.g. ADM*) in the respective tables and discussed in the 
narrative for each of the affected inviolable and admonitory norms. 
The inviolable and admonitory norms are presented in the following sections by order of 
variance accounted for, which is the order in which they loaded in the separate factor analyses.  
For example, instructor-centric practices was the factor with the greatest amount of variance 
accounted for from the principal components analysis of inviolable behavior items. The factor 
with the greatest amount of variance accounted for from the principal components analysis of 
admonitory behavior items was the normative pattern of instructional and assessment 
narrowness. Figure 4.1 presents the norms in a different but illustrative order—from highest 
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 mean espousal level to lowest mean espousal level.  Additionally, the percentage of norm 
espousal by sanction range is provided for each inviolable and admonitory norm. 
Figure 4.1 
Mean Espousal Rank and Percentage of Norm Espousal by Sanction Range 
 
 Inviolable Norms. Each of the eight inviolable norms are described in this section by 1) 
giving a brief synopsis of the normative cluster, 2) delineating any shifts in sanctioning of 
behaviors across the comparison studies and samples outlined in the associated factor loading 
table, 3) noting the items with the highest factor loading values, and 4) providing the percentage 
of the sample who sanction the item at the inviolable level. 
 Instructor-centric practices. This normative pattern proscribes the demeanor of putting 
instructor preferences related to schedule, instructional delivery, and student feedback ahead of a 
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 focus on student needs. Of the ten behaviors comprising this norm, five of the behaviors were 
only sanctioned at the admonitory level in the comprehensive Braxton and Bayer (1999). When 
compared to the community college focus of Bayer and Braxton (1998), three of the behaviors in 
this normative cluster were not in the inviolable range in their reported results. The full-time hard 
and soft discipline faculty espoused eight of the ten behaviors within this norm at the inviolable 
level—especially noteworthy is that two of these behaviors would not have been inviolable in 
this sample if not for the espoused sanction of the full-time hard and soft discipline faculty. The 
behaviors with the highest loadings on this normative factor were: “the instructor routinely holds 
the class beyond its scheduled time”; “the instructor does not have students evaluate the course at 
the end of the term”; “instructions and requirements for course assignments are not clearly 
described to students”; “the instructor is routinely late for class meetings”; and “the instructor 
insists that students take one particular perspective on course content.” A considerable degree of 
consensus existed among faculty on the inviolability of instructor-centric practices. Specifically, 
78.0 percent of respondents rated this normative pattern in the inviolable range.  
Table 4.2 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Instructor-Centric Practices 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
 
C13. The instructor routinely holds the class 
beyond its scheduled ending time. 
 
.683 
 
NA 
 
ADM 
 
INV 
 
D1. The instructor does not have students 
evaluate the course at the end of the term. 
 
.597 
 
NA 
 
ADM 
 
ADM 
 
C8. Instructions and requirements for course 
assignments are not clearly described to 
students. 
 
.591 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
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 Table 4.2 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
 
C12. The instructor is routinely late for class 
meetings. 
 
.568 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
D2. The instructor insists that students take one 
particular perspective on course content. 
 
.548 
 
NA 
 
ADM 
 
ADM 
 
B3. Office hours are not communicated to the 
students. 
 
.505 
 
INV 
 
ADM 
 
INV* 
 
B6. Students are not informed of the 
instructor’s policy on missed or make-up 
examinations. 
 
.468 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
C18. The instructor does not follow the course 
outline or syllabus for most of the course. 
 
.459 
 
INV 
 
ADM 
 
INV* 
 
B4. The instructor changes classroom location 
to another building without informing students 
in advance. 
 
.438 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
E8. The standards for a course are set so high 
that most of the class receives failing grades 
for the course. 
 
.420 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .85. Extent of consensus against instructor-centric practices at the level 
4.00 and higher = 78.0%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 20.0%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 2.0%. 
 Role Imbalance. The norm of role imbalance involves the behavior of ignoring aspects of 
the faculty professional role, or allowing inordinate focus on one aspect of the role to adversely 
affect other expected behaviors associated with the overall college faculty role. Of the ten 
behaviors comprising this norm, five of the behaviors were only sanctioned at the admonitory 
level in the comprehensive Braxton and Bayer (1999). When compared to the community college 
focus of Bayer and Braxton (1998), three of the behaviors in this normative cluster were not in 
the inviolable range in their reported results. The full-time hard and soft discipline faculty within 
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 this sample espoused six of the eight behaviors within this norm at the inviolable level. The 
behaviors with the highest loadings on this normative factor were: “a cynical attitude toward the 
role of teaching is expressed”; “a faculty member’s involvement in scholarship is so great that 
he/she fails to adequately prepare for class”; “an advisee is treated in a condescending manner”; 
and, “a faculty member does not refer a student with a special problem to the appropriate campus 
service.” A considerable degree of consensus existed among faculty on the inviolability of role 
imbalance. Specifically, 76.0 percent of respondents rated this normative pattern in the inviolable 
range. 
Table 4.3 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Role Imbalance 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
     
H14. A cynical attitude toward the role of 
teaching is expressed by the instructor. 
.706 INV INV ADM 
H15. A faculty member’s involvement in 
scholarship is so great that he/she fails to 
adequately prepare for class. 
.676 INV INV INV 
H9. An advisee is treated in a condescending 
manner. 
.578 INV INV INV 
H8. A faculty member does not refer a student 
with a special problem to the appropriate 
campus service. 
.574 NA ADM ADM 
C19. The instructor practices poor personal 
hygiene and regularly has offensive body odor. 
.529 INV INV INV 
H12. A faculty member neglects to send a 
letter of recommendation that they had agreed 
to write. 
.510 INV INV INV 
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 Table 4.3 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
 
G9. A faculty member makes negative 
comments about a colleague in public before 
students. 
 
.502 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
G16. A faculty member refuses to participate 
in departmental curricular planning. 
.438 INV INV INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .80. Extent of consensus against role imbalance at the level 4.00 and 
higher = 76.0%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 21.5%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 2.5%. 
Learner Diversity Intolerance. To lack sensitivity to student differences in personal 
background, belief, or learning ability is characteristic of the norm of learner diversity 
intolerance. Of the nine behaviors comprising this norm, two of the behaviors were sanctioned at 
the lesser admonitory level in the comprehensive Braxton and Bayer (1999). When compared to 
the community college focus of Bayer and Braxton (1998), one of the behaviors in this 
normative cluster was not in the inviolable range in their reported results. The full-time hard and 
soft discipline faculty respondents in this study espoused nine of the ten behaviors within this 
norm at the inviolable level. The behaviors with the highest loadings on this normative factor 
were: “students are not permitted to express viewpoints different from those of the instructor”; 
“the instructor expresses impatience with a slow learner in class”; “an instructor makes 
condescending remarks to a student in class”; and, “sexist or racist comments in students’ written 
work are not discouraged.” A considerable degree of consensus existed among faculty on the 
inviolability of learner diversity intolerance. Specifically, 83.4 percent of respondents rated this 
normative pattern in the inviolable range. 
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 Table 4.4 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Learner Diversity Intolerance 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
F2. Students are not permitted to express 
viewpoints different from those of the 
instructor. 
.670 INV INV INV 
F3. The instructor expresses impatience with a 
slow learner in class. 
.611 INV INV INV 
F5. An instructor makes condescending 
remarks to a student in class. 
.545 INV INV INV 
E22. Sexist or racist comments in students’ 
written work are not discouraged. 
.541 NA ADM INV 
H3. A faculty member criticizes the academic 
performance of a student in front of other 
students. 
.516 INV INV INV 
F1. Stated policies about late work and 
incompletes are not universally applied to all 
students. 
.484 INV INV INV 
E12. The instructor allows personal friendships 
with a student to intrude on the objective 
grading of their work. 
.477 INV INV INV 
E14. Social, personal or other non-academic 
characteristics of students are taken into 
account in the awarding of student grades. 
.469 INV INV INV 
D4. The instructor frequently introduces 
opinion on religious, political, or social issues 
clearly outside the realm of the course topics. 
.378 INV ADM ADM 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .83. Extent of consensus against learner diversity intolerance at the level 
4.00 and higher = 83.4%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 15.4%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 1.2%. 
 
81 
 
 Moral Turpitude. The transgressions associated with moral turpitude include 
inappropriate sexual conduct, substance abuse, and inequitable treatment of students. All five 
behaviors comprising this norm were sanctioned at the inviolable levels in both Braxton and 
Bayer (1999) and Bayer and Braxton (1998). The full-time hard and soft discipline faculty 
respondents in this study espoused all four of the behaviors within this norm at the inviolable 
level. Behaviors with the highest loadings on this normative factor were: “A faculty member 
makes suggestive sexual comments to a student enrolled in the course”; and, “A faculty member 
has a sexual relationship with a student enrolled in the course.” The highest degree of consensus 
existed among faculty on the inviolability of moral turpitude. Specifically, 98.8 percent of 
respondents rated this normative pattern in the inviolable range. 
Table 4.5 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Moral Turpitude 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
H6. A faculty member makes suggestive 
sexual comments to a student enrolled in the 
course. 
.801 INV INV INV 
H7. A faculty member has a sexual 
relationship with a student enrolled in the 
course. 
.781 INV INV INV 
C21. While able to conduct class, the instructor 
frequently attends class while obviously 
intoxicated. 
.696 INV INV INV 
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 Table 4.5 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
 
B5. The instructor changes class meeting time 
without consulting students. 
 
.501 
 
INV 
 
INV 
 
INV 
E4. Individual student course evaluations, 
where students can be identified, are read prior 
to the determination of final course grades. 
.355 INV INV INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .72. Extent of consensus against moral turpitude at the level 4.00 and 
higher = 98.8%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 0.8%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 0.4%. 
Inattentive planning. Lack of planning for significant course activities, such as syllabus 
creation, textbook selection, or scheduling appropriate office hours are all characteristics of the 
norm of inattentive planning. Of the four items in this cluster, three were sanctioned at the 
inviolable level in Braxton and Bayer (1999) and Bayer and Braxton (1998). The full-time hard 
and soft discipline faculty respondents in this study espoused two of the three behaviors within 
this norm at the inviolable level. Behaviors with the highest loadings on this normative factor 
were:  “A course outline or syllabus in not prepared for a course” and “A course outline or 
syllabus is not prepared and passed out to students.” A considerable degree of consensus existed 
among faculty on the inviolability of inattentive planning. Specifically, 88.7 percent of 
respondents rated this normative pattern in the inviolable range. 
Table 4.6 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Inattentive Planning 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
A2. A course outline or syllabus is not 
prepared for a course. 
.689 INV INV INV 
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 Table 4.6 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
B13. A course outline or syllabus is not 
prepared and passed out to students. 
.616 NA 
 
ADM INV 
A1. Required texts and other reading materials 
are not routinely ordered by the instructor in 
time to be available for the first class session. 
.615 INV INV INV 
H1. Office hours scheduled for student 
appointments are frequently not kept. 
.476 INV INV INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .69. Extent of consensus against inattentive planning at the level 4.00 
and higher = 88.7%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 9.3%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 2.0%. 
Personal Disregard. Violating expectations of respect for the subject matter of the 
course, thoughtful student evaluation measures, and language etiquette are all associated with the 
norm of personal disregard. One of the three behaviors had a mean score in the 4.00 range in the 
Braxton and Bayer (1999), while two of the items were not in the inviolable range in Bayer and 
Braxton (1998). The full-time hard and soft discipline faculty respondents in this study espoused 
two of three behaviors within this norm at the inviolable level. The single highest loading on this 
norm was: “The instructor frequently uses profanity in class.” The lowest level of consensus 
existed for personal disregard among the eight inviolable norms, with only 73.9% espousing the 
cluster of behaviors at the inviolable level. 
Table 4.7 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Personal Disregard 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
C4. The instructor frequently uses profanity in 
class. 
.738 NA INV INV 
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 Table 4.7 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
D9. A cynical attitude toward the subject 
matter is expressed by the instructor. 
.431 NA 
 
ADM ADM 
E20. The final course grade is based on a 
single course assignment or a single 
examination. 
.414 INV ADM INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .61. Extent of consensus against personal disregard at the level 4.00 and 
higher = 73.9%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 20.1%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 6.0%. 
Low Standards. Faculty manipulation of grading standards for students form the focus of 
this norm. Both of the associated behaviors were inviolable in Braxton and Bayer (1999), Bayer 
and Braxton (1998), and among the full-time hard and soft discipline faculty respondents in this 
study. The two loaded items were: “Individual students are offered extra credit work in order to 
improve their final course grade after the term is completed” and “An instructor lowers course 
standards in order to be popular with students.” Of the eight inviolable norms, this norms ranked 
third highest in terms of degree of inviolable espousal with 85.1% sanctioning the behaviors in 
the inviolable range. 
Table 4.8 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Low Standards 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
E9. Individual students are offered extra credit 
work in order to improve their final course 
grade after the term is completed. 
.740 INV INV INV 
E7. An instructor lowers course standards in 
order to be popular with students. 
.466 INV INV INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .53. Extent of consensus against low standards at the level 4.00 and 
higher = 85.1%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 12.5%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 2.4%. 
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 Student Privacy Disclosure. The norm against student privacy disclosure condemns 
faculty practices which may lead to potential breaches in student confidentiality or lead to 
potential identity theft. Neither of the items in this normative pattern were inviolable in Braxton 
and Bayer (1999) or Bayer and Braxton (1998)—in fact, one of the items was not even ranked at 
the admonitory level in Braxton and Bayer. The full-time hard and soft discipline faculty 
respondents in this study espoused both of the behaviors within this norm at the inviolable level. 
The two items were: “All student grades are publicly posted with social security numbers and 
without names” and “Graded papers and examinations are left in an accessible location where 
students can search through to get back their own.” At 75.9%, this norm is second from last in 
terms of degree of consensus of inviolability. 
Table 4.9 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Student Privacy Disclosure 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
E24. All student grades are publicly posted 
with social security numbers and without 
names. 
.694 NA -- INV 
E25. Graded papers and examinations are left 
in an accessible location where students can 
search though to get back their own. 
.687 NA 
 
ADM INV 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .56. Extent of consensus against student privacy disclosure at the level 
4.00 and higher = 75.9%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 16.9%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 7.2%. 
Admonitory Norms. Each of the ten admonitory norms are described in this section by 
first giving a brief synopsis of the normative cluster and analyzing any shifts from the 
admonitory espousal range (3.00-3.99) when compared to Braxton and Bayer (1999), Bayer and 
Braxton (1998), and when isolating full-time hard and soft faculty respondents from the sample 
obtained for this study. It is important to note analysis of this shifting of behaviors from Bayer 
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 and Braxton is sometimes not possible because their study of community college faculty only 
focused on inviolable norms. In addition to the brief synopsis and shift analysis, items with the 
highest factor loading values are noted and the percentage of the sample who sanction the item at 
the inviolable level is provided. 
Instructional and Assessment Narrowness. This normative pattern focuses on 
insufficiencies in the provision of depth and breadth in teaching and evaluating student learning. 
In Braxton and Bayer (1999), three of the behaviors ranked below 3.00 and not as admonitory; 
however, one of the behaviors was espoused in the inviolable range. The full-time hard and soft 
discipline faculty respondents in this study espoused 11 of the 16 behaviors within this norm at 
the admonitory level. Particularly noteworthy is that one of the behaviors within this norm would 
have been in the inviolable range if not for the degree to which full-time hard and soft discipline 
faculty espoused the behavior at the admonitory level. Highest loadings within this norm were 
“Examination questions do not tap a variety of educational objectives ranging from the retention 
of facts to critical thinking”; “Written comments on tests and papers are consistently not made by 
the instructor”; “Examination questions do not represent a range of difficulty”; “The relationship 
of the course content to the overall departmental curriculum is not indicated”; “Memorization of 
course content is stressed at the expense of analysis and critical thinking”; and, “Connections 
between the course and other courses are not made clear by the instructor.” The 71.9% of 
respondents who sanction this norm above the 2.99 threshold did so at a consensus that ranked 
eighth out of ten among admonitory norms. 
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 Table 4.10 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Instructional and Assessment 
Narrowness 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
E21. Examination questions do not tap a 
variety of educational objectives ranging from 
the retention of facts to critical thinking. 
.720 NA ADM ADM 
E11. Written comments on tests and papers are 
consistently not made by the instructor. 
.696 NA ADM ADM 
E5. Examination questions do not represent a 
range of difficulty. 
.680 NA ADM ADM 
D8. The relationship of the course content to 
the overall departmental curriculum is not 
indicated. 
.658 NA -- -- 
D6. Memorization of course content is stressed 
at the expense of analysis and critical thinking. 
.642 NA ADM ADM 
D7. Connections between the course and other 
courses are not made clear by the instructor. 
.634 NA ADM -- 
E3. Graded tests and papers are not promptly 
returned to students by the instructor. 
.537 NA ADM ADM 
E1. The instructor does not give assignments 
or examinations requiring student writing 
skills. 
.517 NA ADM -- 
E10. Explanation of the basis for grades given 
for essay questions or papers is not provided to 
students. 
.515 NA ADM ADM* 
F4. The instructor does not encourage student 
questions during class time. 
.458 NA ADM ADM 
B9. An overview of the course is not presented 
to students on the first day. 
.451 NA -- -- 
C7. The instructor routinely allows one or a 
few students to dominate class discussion. 
.446 NA ADM ADM 
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 Table 4.10 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
C6. The instructor meets the class without 
having reviewed pertinent materials for the 
day. 
.435 NA INV ADM 
F6. The instructor does not learn the names of 
all students in the class. 
.428 NA -- -- 
D5. The instructor does not include pertinent 
scholarly contributions of women and 
minorities in the content of the course. 
.400 NA ADM ADM 
F7. A clear lack of class member’s 
understanding about course content is ignored 
by the instructor. 
.370 NA ADM ADM 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .93. Extent of consensus against instructional and assessment 
narrowness at the level 4.00 and higher = 27.3%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 44.6%; at the level 
2.99 and lower = 28.1%. 
Teaching and Colleague Secrecy. The norm of teaching and colleague secrecy involves 
faculty avoidance of collegial engagement through self-isolation, lack of collaboration, or by 
behaving in ways that undermine the success of faculty peers. All seven behaviors were 
espoused within the admonitory sanction range in Braxton and Bayer (1999). The full-time hard 
and soft discipline faculty respondents in this study espoused seven of the eight behaviors within 
this norm at the admonitory level. Particularly noteworthy is that one of the behaviors within this 
norm would have been in the inviolable range if not for the degree to which full-time hard and 
soft discipline faculty espoused the behavior at the admonitory level. Behaviors with the highest 
factor loadings were: “A faculty member refuses to allow colleagues to observe his/her 
classroom teaching”; “A faculty member avoids sharing ideas about teaching methods with 
colleagues”; and, “A faculty member refuses to share course syllabi with colleagues.” A 
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 substantial degree of consensus existed for this norm; specifically, 78.0 percent of faculty 
espoused the norm at least at the admonitory level of 3.00 or higher. 
Table 4.11 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Teaching and Colleague Secrecy 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
G6. A faculty member refuses to allow 
colleagues to observe his/her classroom 
teaching. 
.702 NA ADM ADM 
G5. A faculty member avoids sharing ideas 
about teaching methods with colleagues. 
.697 NA ADM ADM 
G4. A faculty member refuses to share course 
syllabi with colleagues. 
.694 NA ADM ADM 
G10. A faculty member aggressively promotes 
enrollment in his/her courses at the expense of 
the courses of departmental colleagues. 
.624 NA ADM ADM* 
G13. A faculty member avoids talking about 
his/her academic specialty with departmental 
colleagues. 
.612 NA ADM -- 
G7. A faculty member assumes new teaching 
responsibilities in the specialty of a colleague 
without discussing appropriate course content 
with that colleague. 
.584 NA ADM ADM 
G11. The requirements in a course are so great 
that they prevent enrolled students from giving 
adequate attention to their other courses. 
.393 NA ADM ADM 
G8. A faculty member makes negative 
comments in a faculty meeting about the 
courses offered by a colleague. 
.390 NA ADM ADM 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .87. Extent of consensus against teaching and colleague secrecy at the 
level 4.00 and higher = 32.8%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 45.2%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 
22.0%. 
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 Inadequate Course Design. Normative proscriptions pertaining to flaws in the 
construction of a course—ranging from not stating learning objectives to not reflecting advances 
in the subject field to requiring inordinately expensive materials for student use—constitute the 
admonitory norm of inadequate course design. Two of the seven behaviors were not espoused 
above the minimum 3.00 level for admonitory sanction in Bayer and Braxton (1999). The full-
time hard and soft discipline faculty respondents in this study espoused six of the seven 
behaviors within this norm at the admonitory level. A pair of items ranked among the highest of 
behaviors within the cluster: “The course is designed without taking into account the needs or 
abilities of students enrolling in the course” and “Changes in a course are made without taking 
into account the needs or abilities of students enrolling in the course.” An admonitory norm with 
a high degree of consensus, 84.1 % of respondents sanctioned the norm at the 3.00 espousal level 
or higher. 
Table 4.12 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Inadequate Course Design 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
A8. The course is designed without taking into 
account the needs or abilities of students 
enrolling in the course. 
.751 NA ADM ADM 
A6. Changes in a course are made without 
taking into account the needs or abilities of 
students enrolling in the course. 
.686 NA -- ADM 
A4. A course outline or syllabus does not 
contain dates for assignments and/or 
examinations. 
.522 NA ADM ADM 
A5. Objectives for the course are not specified 
by the instructor. 
.507 NA ADM ADM 
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 Table 4.12 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
A11. New lectures or revised lectures which 
reflect advancements in the fields are not 
prepared. 
.472 NA ADM ADM 
A9. Colleagues teaching the same or similar 
courses are not consulted on ways to teach the 
particular course. 
.470 NA -- -- 
A10. Required course materials are not kept 
within reasonable cost limits as perceived by 
students. 
.457 NA ADM ADM 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .81. Extent of consensus against inadequate course design at the level 
4.00 and higher = 31.8%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 52.3%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 15.9%. 
Inadequate Communication. Not communicating to students about course details or 
through means which engage the students in a reciprocal faculty-student relationship are 
behaviors associated with the admonitory norm of inadequate communication. The four 
behaviors belonging to this cluster were all admonitory behaviors in Braxton and Bayer (1999) 
and among the full-time transfer discipline faculty respondents in this study. The two highest 
loaded items were: “Students are not informed of extra credit opportunities which are available 
in the course during the term” and “The instructor does not ask students if they have questions 
regarding the course.” At 85.5%, inadequate communication had the highest level of consensus 
among the ten admonitory norms. 
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 Table 4.13 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Inadequate Communication 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
B7. Students are not informed of extra credit 
opportunities which are available in the course 
during the term. 
.701 NA ADM ADM 
B14. The instructor does not ask students if 
they have questions regarding the course. 
.552 NA ADM ADM 
B12. The first reading assignment is not 
communicated to the class. 
.513 NA ADM ADM 
B2. The instructor does not introduce 
her/himself to the class. 
.504 NA ADM ADM 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .77. Extent of consensus against inadequate communication at the level 
4.00 and higher = 37.5%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 48.0%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 14.5%. 
Professional Development Resistance. Faculty avoidance of engagement in activities to 
improve subject area knowledge, instruction, or student development are included in this 
admonitory norm. Three of the five items in this cluster were admonitory in Braxton and Bayer 
(1999); specifically, one item did not meet the 3.00 admonitory level and one item actually 
reached the inviolable threshold of 4.00. The full-time hard and soft discipline faculty 
respondents in this study espoused four of the five behaviors within this norm at the admonitory 
level. The two highest loadings within the norm were “A faculty member avoids reading 
literature on teaching techniques or methods” and “Scholarly literature is not read for the purpose 
of integrating new information into one’s courses.” A rate of 79.2% of the sample responded to 
this norm with at least an admonitory level of negative sanction. 
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 Table 4.14 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Professional Development 
Resistance 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
H17. A faculty member avoids reading 
literature on teaching techniques or methods. 
.722 NA ADM ADM 
H16. Scholarly literature is not read for the 
purpose of integrating new information into 
one’s courses. 
.680 NA ADM ADM 
H18. A faculty member avoids professional 
development opportunities that would enhance 
their teaching. 
.605 NA ADM ADM 
H13. A faculty member refuses to advise 
departmental majors. 
.413 NA INV ADM 
E2. When examinations or papers are returned, 
student questions are not answered during 
classtime. 
.409 NA -- -- 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .77. Extent of consensus against professional development resistance at 
the level 4.00 and higher = 26.3%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 53.9%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 
19.8%. 
Unsolicited Colleague Advice. Making uninvited suggestions to a colleague about his or 
her teaching or course content constitutes the admonitory norm of unsolicited colleague advice. 
Both items in this normative pattern of admonitory behavior ranked less than 3.00 admonitory 
level in Braxton and Bayer (1999) but were espoused at and admonitory level by the full-time 
hard and soft discipline faculty respondents in this study. The two behaviors associated with this 
norm were: “A faculty member gives unsolicited advice to a colleague about teaching methods” 
and “A faculty member gives unsolicited advice on the content of a colleague’s course.” At 
74.9%, this particular norm ranked seventh out of the ten admonitory norms in terms of 
consensus on admonitory status among the respondents in the sample. 
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 Table 4.15 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Unsolicited Colleague Advice 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
G15. A faculty member gives unsolicited 
advice to a colleague about teaching methods. 
.836 NA -- ADM 
G14. A faculty member gives unsolicited 
advice on the content of a colleague’s course. 
.833 NA -- ADM 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .96. Extent of consensus against unsolicited colleague advice at the level 
4.00 and higher = 30.4%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 44.5%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 25.1%. 
Minimal Preparation. The admonitory norm of minimal preparation involves not paying 
thoughtful attention to day-to-day details of course planning and delivery. Four of the five 
behaviors were espoused within the admonitory range in Braxton and Bayer (1999) and among 
the full-time hard and soft discipline faculty respondents from the sample used in this study—the 
other behavior was not espoused below the 3.00 level. The items with the highest loadings were: 
“The instructor does not request necessary audio-visual materials in time to be available for 
class”; “The instructor routinely wears a sloppy sweatshirt and rumpled blue jeans to class”; and, 
“Assigned books and articles are not put on library reserve by the instructor on a timely basis for 
student use.” A high-level of consensus existed for this norm; specifically, 80.9% espoused the 
norm at a minimum of the admonitory level. 
Table 4.16 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Minimal Preparation 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
A13. The instructor does not request necessary 
audio-visual materials in time to be available 
for class. 
.636 NA ADM ADM 
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 Table 4.16 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
C20. The instructor routinely wears a sloppy 
sweatshirt and rumpled blue jeans to class. 
.544 NA ADM ADM 
A14. Assigned books and articles are not put 
on library reserve by the instructor on a timely 
basis for student use. 
.509 NA ADM ADM 
A12. In-class activities are not prepared and 
anticipated in advance, but are developed 
while the class is in session. 
.437 NA ADM ADM 
A3. Prior to the first meeting of a class, the 
instructor does not visit the assigned classroom 
and assess its facilities. 
.397 NA -- -- 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .75. Extent of consensus against minimal preparation at the level 4.00 
and higher = 31.7%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 49.2%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 19.1%. 
Colleague Misconduct Non-Reporting. This norm pertains to the failure to report the 
substandard faculty teaching performance of a colleague. One of the associated items was an 
admonitory behavior in Braxton and Bayer (1999) and among the full-time hard and soft 
discipline faculty respondents in this study, but the other behavior did not score in the 
admonitory range. The two behaviors included within this norm were “A faculty member does 
not tell an administrator or appropriate faculty committee that a colleague’s course content large 
includes obsolete material” and “A faculty member does not tell an administrator or appropriate 
faculty committee that there are very low grading standards in a colleague’s course.” This 
particular norm was the second lowest in terms of degree of consensus; 62.5% of faculty 
espoused the norm at the admonitory level or higher. 
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 Table 4.17 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Colleague Misconduct Non-
Reporting 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
G3. A faculty member does not tell an 
administrator or appropriate faculty committee 
that a colleague’s course content largely 
includes obsolete material. 
.805 NA ADM ADM 
G2. A faculty member does not tell an 
administrator or appropriate faculty committee 
that there are very low grading standards in a 
colleague’s course. 
.781 NA -- -- 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .89. Extent of consensus against colleague misconduct non-reporting at 
the level 4.00 and higher = 39.1%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 23.0%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 
37.5%. 
Student Attendance Ignorance. The failure to take routine attendance for class sessions 
comprises the admonitory norm of student attendance ignorance. Neither of the associated items 
reached the 3.00 sanction level of admonitory norms in Braxton and Bayer (1999) or among the 
full-time hard and soft discipline faculty respondents from this study. The two behaviors were: 
“The instructor does not take class attendance every class meeting” and “Class roll is not taken.” 
This norm was barely espoused by the majority of the sample, as 52.4% of the sample sanctioned 
the normative pattern above 3.00. 
Table 4.18 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Student Attendance Ignorance 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
C14. The instructor does not take class 
attendance every class meeting. 
.858 NA -- -- 
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 Table 4.18 (continued) 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
B1. Class roll is not taken. .818 NA -- -- 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .88. Extent of consensus against student attendance ignorance at the 
level 4.00 and higher = 33.3%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 18.5%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 
48.2%. 
Class Time Reduction. The admonitory norm of class time reduction is related to the 
truncation of the class term or individual class sessions by faculty members. While one item 
within the norm was ranked as admonitory in Braxton and Bayer (1999), the other item actually 
ranked as inviolable in Bayer and Braxton (1998) and among the full-time hard and soft 
discipline faculty respondents from this study. The pair of behaviors were: “Final examinations 
are administered during a regular class period rather than at the official examination period” and 
“class is usually dismissed early.” With 85% of the respondents having espoused the norm above 
the 2.99 level, class-time reduction held the second greatest amount of consensus among the 
admonitory norms. 
Table 4.19 
Factor Loadings of Specific Behaviors of the Norm Against Class Time Reduction 
 
 
CTBI Item 
 
 
Loading 
 
 
(1998) 
 
 
(1999) 
(2012) FT 
Hard & 
Soft 
E15. Final examinations are administered 
during a regular class period rather than at the 
official examination period. 
.844 NA ADM ADM 
C5. Class is usually dismissed early. .746 INV 
 
INV INV* 
Note: Cronbach alpha = .64. Extent of consensus against class-time reduction at the level 4.00 
and higher = 55.1%; between 3.99 and 3.00 = 29.9%; at the level 2.99 and lower = 15.0%. 
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 Summary of inviolable and admonitory norms. Eight inviolable and ten admonitory 
norms result from the empirical exploration of the perceptions held by the range of community 
college faculty in regards to what are appropriate and inappropriate teaching behaviors in the 
realm of college teaching. The norms ascertained in this study, in some instances, overlap with 
the norms identified in the previous studies of college faculty synthesized in Braxton and Bayer 
(1999) and that focused specifically on community college faculty in Bayer and Braxton (1998). 
However, the overall increased levels of sanction on many of the behaviors result in wholly new 
or reconfigured normative patterns when compared to these benchmark studies. This study of 
community college faculty included heretofore unstudied types of faculty (part time and dual 
credit) who teach in what had been unexamined academic disciplines (career and technical 
education mission disciplines, largely (though not exclusively categorized in the Trades 
classification) and have a myriad of potentially different individual characteristics (focus and 
extent of graduate education, experiences teaching across different levels of education, etc.). The 
following sections explore whether and to which extent these variables related to levels of 
espousal on the identified normative patterns of behavior ascertained from this spectrum of 
community college faculty.  
Norm Espousal and Faculty Type 
Community college faculty comprise a highly differentiated group structure. Full-time 
faculty typically carry a fifteen credit hour load per semester and often have institutional service 
expectations as part of their overall professional expectations. Part-time faculty, who account for 
nearly two-thirds of faculty in the community college setting (Cataldi, Fahimi, Bradburn, & 
Zimbler, 2005), usually only have the obligation to teach their assigned courses. Also, a 
significant amount of community college instruction now occurs in dual credit courses, where 
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 often a secondary teacher serves as a part-time faculty member teaching to secondary students on 
a secondary campus. As explained in Chapter 2, these faculty groups differ in levels of faculty 
autonomy, teaching primacy, and discipline and institutional socialization; differences in these 
areas are theorized by Braxton & Bayer (1999) to be associated with differences in norm 
espousal levels among faculty groups. Given such differences in the structures of faculty types 
working in the community college, are any of the norms similar across all faculty types? Are 
there norms that vary in their levels of espousal among faculty types? 
The statistical technique used to address these research questions was a one-way 
ANOVA with a Tukey post-hoc mean comparison. The three faculty types of high school (HS), 
part-time (PT), and full-time (FT) were used. Level of faculty espousal was measured using 
composite scales computed for each of the identified inviolable and admonitory normative 
patterns. The scales were developed by summing faculty assessments of severity of actions for 
all behaviors within a normative pattern and then dividing the sum by the number of behaviors 
within the factor grouping. The sample, in some ways, did not break down into the HS, PT, and 
FT structure easily. What complicated this categorization was that many HS faculty also reported 
as PT faculty outside of dual credit; also, some PT and FT faculty reported teaching college-
credit courses to high school students in the dual credit setting.  Therefore, an additional t-test of 
difference in mean levels of norm espousal was pursued, comparing faculty whose primary 
college teaching is done in a dual credit environment versus those whose college teaching is 
primarily non-dual credit. For both the ANOVA and t-test analysis, all respondents with missing 
sanction scale items within the normative cluster were omitted from analysis. Finally, the .05 
probability level was used to identify statistically significant differences in norm espousal across 
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 the three self-identified faculty types (HS, PT, FT) and two primary college teaching credit 
structures. 
Inviolable norm espousal and faculty type. Table 4.20 shows the results of the 
ANOVA conducted for the eight inviolable norms and also displays the significant post hoc 
mean comparison findings for differences across the three faculty types. Table 4.21 shows the 
results of t-test of independent means comparing faculty type of primarily dual credit or 
primarily non-dual credit. 
Table 4.20 
Results of Analysis of Variance of the Eight Inviolable Normative Patterns by Faculty Type 
  Normative Pattern Means by 
Faculty Type 
 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df 
 
 
 
HS 
 
 
 
PT 
 
 
 
FT 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
   0.84 
   0.45/2 
 64.09/243 
 
4.33 
 
 
4.23 
 
4.23 
 
Role imbalance    2.59 
   1.32/2 
 60.49/237 
4.37 4.20 4.18  
Learner diversity intolerance    0.66 
   0.36/2 
 65.57/242 
4.44 4.34 4.36  
Moral turpitude    0.63 
   0.14/2 
 27.78/242 
4.85 4.81 4.86  
Inattentive planning    2.10 
   1.26/2 
 72.60/243 
4.36 4.37 4.51  
Personal disregard     2.47 
    2.42/2 
119.40/244 
4.26 4.20 4.03  
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 Table 4.20 (continued) 
  Normative Pattern Means by Faculty Type 
 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df 
 
 
 
HS 
 
 
 
PT 
 
 
 
FT 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Low standards 
     
    2.78 
    2.56/2 
113.60/244 
 
4.54 
 
4.48 
 
4.29 
 
 
Student privacy disclosure 
   
     7.12*** 
   10.52/2 
180.42/244 
 
3.87 
 
4.41 
 
4.31 
 
HS less than PT and FT 
NOTE:F-ratio for faculty type is independent of the F-ratio for academic discipline. *p < .05, **p < .01, 
***p < .001 
Table 4.21 
Results of T-test of Independent Means for the Eight Inviolable Norms by Primarily Dual Credit 
or Primarily Non-Dual Credit Faculty Type 
    
  
DC Primary 
 
Non DC Primary 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean  
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
4.27 
 
0.57 
 
4.25 
 
0.50 
 
242 
 
  0.23 
Role imbalance 4.28 0.59 4.22 0.48 239   0.71 
Learner diversity 
intolerance 
4.35 0.64 4.37 0.48 244   0.26 
Moral turpitude 4.78 0.55 4.86 0.25 244   1.07 
Inattentive planning 4.29 0.76 4.47 0.47 245   1.74 
Personal disregard 4.23 0.75 4.12 0.69 246   0.97 
Low standards 4.45 0.83 4.43 0.64 246   0.17 
Student privacy disclosure 3.83 1.12 4.37 0.76 246      3.40** 
NOTE: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
Core inviolable norms. The inviolable norms against instructor-centric practices, role 
imbalance, learner diversity intolerance, moral turpitude, inattentive planning, personal 
disregard, and low standards were espoused at the same levels across the three self-identified 
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 faculty types of HS, PT, and FT. Additionally, the same seven norms were also espoused at the 
same levels by faculty whose college teaching is primarily in the dual credit environment and 
those who primary college teaching exists outside of the dual credit structure. The only 
inviolable norm espousal level differentiated by faculty type (for both self-identified type and 
primary college teaching environment) was student privacy disclosure. 
Inviolable norm response differentiated by faculty type. Student privacy disclosure 
alone comprised the inviolable norms differentiated by faculty type. Notably, the espousal level 
of self-identified HS faculty (mean = 3.87) and primarily dual credit faculty (mean = 3.83) 
placed the espousal of student privacy disclosure not only at a statistically significant lower level 
but also below the 4.00 level and into the admonitory sanction range. 
Admonitory norm espousal and faculty type. Table 4.22 shows the results of the 
ANOVA conducted for the ten admonitory norms and also displays the significant post hoc mean 
comparison findings for differences across the three faculty types. Table 4.23 shows the results 
of the t-test of independent means comparing faculty type of primarily dual credit or primarily 
non-dual credit. 
Table 4.22 
Results of Analysis of Variance of the Ten Admonitory Normative Patterns by Faculty Type 
  Normative Pattern Means 
by Faculty Type 
 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df 
 
 
 
HS 
 
 
 
PT 
 
 
 
FT 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructional and assessment 
narrowness 
 
    4.48* 
    3.88/2 
102.67/237 
 
3.69 
 
 
3.48 
 
3.36 
 
FT less than HS 
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 Table 4.22 (continued) 
  Normative Pattern Means by Faculty Type 
 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df 
 
 
 
HS 
 
 
 
PT 
 
 
 
FT 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Teaching and colleague secrecy 
    
    1.50 
    1.51/2 
118.41/236 
 
3.64 
 
3.59 
 
3.45 
 
 
Inadequate course design 
   
    0.98 
    0.97/2 
119.48/240 
 
3.70 
 
3.57 
 
3.53 
 
 
Inadequate communication 
   
    1.05 
    1.13/2 
131.33/243 
 
3.74 
 
3.69 
 
3.57 
 
Professional development resistance     5.80** 
    5.79/2 
120.79/242 
3.74 3.43 3.34 PT and FT less than HS 
Unsolicited colleague advice     0.10 
    0.17/2 
194.25/242 
3.11 3.15 3.17  
Minimal preparation   11.55*** 
    9.78/2 
101.86/241 
3.95 3.46 3.46 PT and FT less than HS 
Colleague misconduct non-
reporting 
    2.21 
    4.54/2 
249.63/243 
3.37 3.22 3.02  
Student attendance ignorance     5.10** 
  12.06/2 
288.61/244 
3.43 3.17 2.87 FT less than HS 
Class-time reduction     6.01** 
    9.47/2 
190.82/242 
3.53 3.59 3.96 HS and PT less than FT 
NOTE: F-ratio for faculty type is independent of the F-ratio for academic discipline. *p < .05, **p < .01, 
***p < .001 
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 Table 4.23 
Results of T-test of Independent Means for the Ten Admonitory Norms by Primarily Dual Credit 
or Primarily Non-Dual Credit Faculty Type 
  
  
 
DC Primary 
 
Non DC 
Primary 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean  
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructional and assmt. narrowness 
 
3.62 
 
0.66 
 
3.43 
 
0.66 
 
239 
 
  1.95 
Teaching and colleague secrecy 3.58 0.70 3.53 0.71 238   0.50 
Inadequate course design 3.63 0.80 3.57 0.68 242   0.57 
Inadequate communication 3.65 0.67 3.65 0.75 245   0.03 
Professional development resistance 3.67 0.72 3.40 0.71 244   2.40* 
Unsolicited colleague advice 3.06 0.84 3.17 0.91 244   0.84 
Minimal preparation 3.88 0.63 3.48 0.66 243   4.08*** 
Colleague misconduct non-reporting 3.35 1.09 3.11 0.99 245   1.48 
Student attendance ignorance 3.40 1.03 3.01 1.11 246   2.43* 
Class time reduction 3.47 0.98 3.82 0.87 244   2.34* 
NOTE: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
Core admonitory norms. Teaching and colleague secrecy, inadequate course design, 
inadequate communication, unsolicited colleague advice, and colleague misconduct non-
reporting were espoused at the same levels across the three self-identified faculty types of HS, 
PT, and FT and the primary college teaching environments of dual credit and non-dual credit.  
Admonitory norm response differentiated by faculty type. The differences in levels of 
admonitory norm espousal can be categorized in three different ways.  
First, the level of sanction  against instructional and assessment narrowness was  
differentiated by self-identified faculty type but not by the primary dual credit/non-dual credit 
faculty type variable. FT faculty (mean = 3.36) espoused the norm at a statistically significant 
lower level than HS faculty (mean = 3.69). 
The norms of professional development resistance, minimal preparation, and class-time 
reduction were differentiated by both self-identified faculty type and dual credit/non-dual credit 
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 primary college teaching environment.  On the norm of professional development resistance, PT 
(mean = 3.43) and FT (mean = 3.34) regarded the associated behaviors as admonitory at a 
statistically significant lower level than HS faculty (mean = 3.74). Furthermore, dual credit 
faculty (mean = 3. 67) sanctioned the norm at statistically significant higher levels than non-dual 
credit faculty (mean = 3.40). A similar pattern occurred with the norm of minimal preparation: 
PT (mean = 3.46), FT (mean = 3.46), and non-dual credit (mean = 3.48) espoused at lower levels 
than HS (mean = 3.95) and dual credit primary (mean = 3.88). Class-time reduction, however, 
was espoused at statistically significant lower levels by HS (mean = 3.53), PT (mean = 3.59), 
and dual credit primary (mean = 3.47) when compared to FT (mean = 3.96) and non-dual credit 
primary (3.82). 
Finally, espousal levels on the norm against student attendance ignorance were not only 
differentiated by self-identified and dual credit/non-dual credit primary faculty type but also by 
sanction range in the case of self-identified faculty type. Specifically, FT (mean = 2.87) and non-
dual credit primary faculty (mean = 3.01) sanctioned violations of this norm at statistically 
significant lower levels than HS (mean = 3.43) and dual credit primary faculty (mean = 3.40). It 
is noteworthy that the espousal level of FT faculty was not only statistically lower but also fell 
below the 3.00 admonitory sanction range threshold. 
Norm espousal and faculty type summary. Twelve normative patterns of college 
teaching behaviors form a core set of inviolable and admonitory norms espoused across the 
different community college faculty types, when considering both the general HS, PT, FT faculty 
self-identified classifications and the additional layer of primary college teaching environment of 
dual credit or non-dual credit. The remaining six inviolable and admonitory norms ascertained 
through analyses of the entire community college sample are differentiated by the faculty type 
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 classifications. The following section explores the existence of core and differentiated norms 
through the examination of academic discipline. 
Norm Espousal and Academic Discipline 
 When compared to other types of higher education institutions, community colleges are 
comprised of a different array of academic disciplines. Faculty teaching developmental and CTE 
coursework account for a sizeable amount of community college instruction. In addition, faculty 
teaching in traditional academic disciplines do so with few, if any, expectations to contribute to 
research in one’s subject area. With the nature of discipline affiliation and types of academic 
disciplines differing in the community college faculty population, it is of interest to ascertain if 
Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) theory, related to increased norm espousal in disciplines of higher 
paradigmatic development still holds true. Given such differences in the variety and strength of 
affiliation of academic discipline of faculty working in the community college, are any of the 
norms similar across all academic disciplines? Are there norms that vary in their levels of 
espousal among academic discipline? 
The statistical technique used to address these research questions was a one-way 
ANOVA with a Tukey post-hoc mean comparison. The academic discipline categories of hard, 
soft, and trades were used. This classification drew from Young’s (2007) modification of 
Biglan’s (1973) classification of academic disciplines for use in the community college setting. 
Additionally, this study used a previous application of Young’s (2007) modified Biglan 
classification performed by Fontenot (2012) as an example for how to classify some of the 
unique disciplines to the community college setting. While Fontenot (2012) used categories of 
hard-applied, hard-pure, soft-applied, soft-pure, and trades, this sample included only nine 
faculty from the hard-applied disciplines, which did not provide sufficient statistical power for 
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 the proposed analyses. Therefore, the initial coding was collapsed into hard, soft, and trades 
categories, allowing for sufficient cases in each discipline for analysis. An additional category of 
unreported academic discipline was also used due to the large number of blank responses to the 
subject area taught open-ended data field of the survey. The addition of this unreported category 
allowed for the retention of several cases in the multiple regression analyses, discussed later in 
this chapter, which used a listwise method for addressing missing values. Level of faculty 
espousal was measured using composite scales computed for each of the identified inviolable 
and admonitory normative patterns. The scales were developed by summing faculty assessments 
of severity of actions for all behaviors within a normative pattern and then dividing the sum by 
the number of behaviors within the factor grouping. All respondents with missing sanction scale 
items within the normative cluster composite scale were omitted from analysis, and the .05 
probability level was used to identify statistically significant differences in norm espousal across 
the four academic disciplines categories used in this study. 
 Inviolable norm espousal and academic discipline. Table 4.24 shows the results of the 
ANOVA conducted for the eight inviolable norms and also displays the significant post hoc 
mean comparison findings for differences across the four academic disciplines categorizations. 
 Core inviolable norms. All eight inviolable norms were espoused in the inviolable range 
by all hard, soft, trades, and no-report classifications of academic disciplines. 
 Inviolable norm responses differentiated by academic discipline. There were no 
statistically significant differences in levels of mean espousal across academic discipline. 
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 Table 4.24 
 
Results of Analysis of Variance of the Eight Inviolable Normative Patterns by Academic 
Discipline  
    
  Normative Pattern Means by 
Academic Discipline 
  
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df Hard Soft Trades 
No 
Report 
 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
0.50 
0.40/3 
64.93/241 
 
4.17 
 
4.29 
 
4.25 
 
4.24 
 
Role imbalance 1.80 
1.39/3 
60.95/238 
4.16 4.20 4.43 4.24  
Learner diversity intolerance 0.60 
0.49/3 
66.29/241 
4.31 4.40 4.39 4.31  
Moral turpitude 0.11 
0.04/3 
27.90/242 
4.86 4.83 4.85 4.85  
Inattentive planning 0.53 
0.48/3 
73.70/244 
4.51 4.42 4.40 4.40  
Personal disregard 0.79 
1.21/3 
124.61/245 
4.14 4.08 4.32 4.17  
Low standards 1.40 
1.98/3 
115.39/245 
4.55 4.42 4.48 4.27  
Student privacy disclosure 1.03 
2.41/3 
191.65/245 
4.06 4.26 4.39 4.33  
NOTE:F-ratio for academic discipline is independent of the F-ratio for faculty type. *p < .05, **p < .005, 
***p < .001 
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 Admonitory norm espousal and academic discipline. Table 4.25 shows the results of 
the ANOVA conducted for the ten admonitory norms and also displays the significant post hoc 
mean comparison findings for differences across the four academic disciplines. 
 Core admonitory norms. Instructional and assessment narrowness, teaching and 
colleague secrecy, inadequate communication, unsolicited colleague advice, and colleague 
misconduct non-reporting are espoused at the same levels across the four academic discipline 
classifications. 
 Admonitory norm responses differentiated by academic discipline. Inadequate course 
design, professional development resistance, minimal preparation, student attendance ignorance, 
and class-time reduction had statistically significant differences in mean levels of espousal across 
the four academic discipline classifications of hard, soft, trades, and no-report. The differences in 
levels of admonitory norm espousal can be categorized in two different ways.  
First, there were four norms where each discipline classification’s mean espousal was 
within the admonitory range but at statistically significant differing levels within that range.  
Specifically, hard disciplines espoused at lower levels than soft disciplines on the norm of 
inadequate course design (hard = 3.33; soft = 3.71). Hard (mean = 3.50) and soft (mean = 3.51) 
disciplines espoused at levels less than trades (mean = 3.93) on the admonitory norm of minimal 
preparation. The mean espousal level of faculty teaching in hard (mean = 3.17) disciplines on the 
norm of professional development resistance was less than soft (mean = 3.53) and trades (mean 
= 3.81).  
Second, there were two norms where the mean espousal of one of the academic discipline 
classifications did not fall within the admonitory range.  Additionally, these two out-of-range 
espousal levels were also different than the other groups’ means in statistically significant ways.  
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 For example, faculty teaching in hard disciplines sanctioned the norm of student attendance 
ignorance below the admonitory 3.00 threshold; hard disciplines (mean = 2.70) espoused the 
norm at lower levels than soft (mean = 3.13) and trades (mean = 3.57) disciplines. Another 
example is that faculty in hard disciplines sanctioned the norm of class-time reduction at an 
inviolable level; faculty in soft (mean = 3.65) disciplines espoused the norm at lower levels than 
faculty teaching in hard (mean = 4.06) disciplines. 
Table 4.25 
 
Results of Analysis of Variance of the Ten Admonitory Normative Patterns by Academic 
Discipline  
 
  Normative Pattern Means by 
Academic Discipline 
  
 
 
Normative Pattern 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df Hard Soft Trades 
No 
Report 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructional and assessment 
narrowness 
 
2.54 
3.33/3 
104.01/238 
 
3.28 
 
3.55 
 
3.63 
 
3.40 
 
Teaching and colleague 
secrecy 
1.18 
1.77/3 
118.16/237 
3.45 3.53 3.79 3.54  
Inadequate course design 3.69* 
5.30/3 
115.24/241 
3.33 3.71 3.62 3.52 Hard less than soft 
Inadequate communication 1.78 
2.83/3 
130.07/244 
3.47 3.74 3.69 3.59  
Professional development 
resistance 
5.07** 
7.47/3 
119.38/243 
3.17 3.53 3.81 3.42 Hard less than soft and 
trades 
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 Table 4.25 (continued) 
  Normative Pattern Means by 
Academic Discipline 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df Hard Soft Trades 
No 
Report 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Unsolicited colleague advice 
 
0.77 
1.81/3 
192.64/243 
 
3.01 
 
3.14 
 
3.37 
 
3.19 
 
Minimal preparation 2.87* 
3.84/3 
107.95/242 
3.50 3.51 3.93 3.56 Hard and soft less than 
trades 
Colleague misconduct non-
reporting 
1.79 
5.50/3 
250.05/244 
3.09 3.11 3.61 3.10  
Student attendance 
ignorance 
4.59** 
16.05/3 
285.82/245 
2.70 3.13 3.57 3.16 Hard less than Soft 
and Trades 
Class-time reduction 2.96* 
7.13/3 
195.27/243 
4.06 3.65 3.60 3.69 Soft less than Hard 
NOTE:F-ratio for academic discipline is independent of the F-ratio for faculty type. *p < .05, **p < .005, 
***p < .001 
Norm espousal and academic discipline summary. Thirteen normative patterns of 
college teaching behaviors, all eight inviolable norms and five of the admonitory norms, form a 
core set of inviolable and admonitory norms espoused across the four different categories used to 
classify community college faculty teaching academic disciplines in this study. The five 
remaining admonitory norms ascertained through analyses of the entire community college 
sample are differentiated by academic discipline classification. The following section explores 
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 the relationship between individual faculty characteristics and levels of espousal of the core and 
differentiated norms across faculty type and academic discipline 
Norm Espousal and Individual Faculty Characteristics 
 In addition to faculty type and academic discipline, this study also explores a variety of 
individual faculty characteristics in the level of espousal of college teaching norms among 
community college faculty. Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) cross-institutional-type study focused on 
gender, rank, research activity, and tenure status as potentially important socializing factors 
capable of impacting norm espousal among faculty. In this in-depth analysis of community 
college faculty norm espousal, analysis of the variables of rank, research activity, and tenure 
status was not pursued because literature on community college faculty suggested these elements 
to not be strong, consistent socializing factors within the community college faculty profession. 
However, there are unique characteristics of the range of the community college faculty which 
provide a different set of potentially crucial variables. Specifically, this study explored focus of 
highest degree earned (subject area or education-focused), level of highest degree earned, level 
of curricular autonomy, years taught (in high school, community college, and university 
contexts), and faculty development participation (institution-based and conference-based).  
Given such a set of unique and heretofore unexplored set of individual faculty 
characteristics potentially affecting the teaching behaviors of the spectrum of community college 
faculty, three questions were addressed in this section: Do individual faculty characteristics a) 
affect the espousal of the six core inviolable norms  and four core admonitory norms across 
faculty type and academic discipline?; b) affect faculty espousal of the remaining two inviolable 
norms and six admonitory norms that are differentiated by either faculty type or academic 
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 discipline? c) account for  more additional variance accounted for than the combined variance 
associated with faculty type and academic discipline? 
Differences in espousal across sex, focus of highest degree, and administrative 
experience were addressed using t-test of difference in norm espousal. A one-way ANOVA and 
follow-up Tukey post hoc analysis for significant findings was performed for both highest degree 
earned and curricular autonomy. A correlation was used to determine the relationship between 
norm espousal and years taught in different contexts (high school, community college, and 
university), institution-based faculty development participation, and conference-based faculty 
development participation, respectively. Regression was employed to determine if individual 
faculty characteristics affect the espousal of norms above and beyond the influence of faculty 
type or academic discipline. All statistical tests were conducted at the .05 level of statistical 
significance. 
 Inviolable norm espousal and individual faculty characteristics. Tables 4.26-4.32 
show the relationships between the individual faculty characteristics and the level of espousal for 
each of the eight inviolable norms. The multiple regression equations estimated for each of the 
eight inviolable norms are exhibited in Table 4.33. 
Table 4.26 
Gender and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
 
  
Male 
 
Female 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean  
 
SD 
 
Mean  
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
4.10 
 
0.48 
 
4.32 
 
0.51 
 
241 
    
   3.17** 
Role imbalance 4.16 0.46 4.27 0.51 238 1.61 
Learner div. intolerance 4.29 0.51 4.41 0.50 242 1.73 
Moral turpitude 4.80 0.31 4.86 0.35 243 1.25 
Inattentive planning 4.35 0.51 4.47 0.56 244 1.64 
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 Personal disregard 3.95 0.72 4.25 0.64 244    3.17** 
Low standards 4.28 0.72 4.49 0.66 244   2.18* 
Student privacy disclosure 4.37 0.76 4.22 0.91 244 1.33 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
 
Table 4.27 
Focus of Highest Degree and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
 
  
Subject Area 
 
Education 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean  
 
SD 
 
Mean  
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
4.26 
 
0.54 
 
4.22 
 
0.48 
 
231 
 
0.47 
Role imbalance 4.21 0.51 4.28 0.51 229 0.87 
Learner div. intolerance 4.38 0.52 4.34 0.51 229 0.56 
Moral turpitude 4.85 0.39 4.84 0.18 233 0.25 
Inattentive planning 4.45 0.57 4.39 0.50 234 0.82 
Personal disregard 4.11 0.70 4.27 0.65 234 1.65 
Low standards 4.44 0.69 4.46 0.64 234 0.18 
Student privacy disclosure 4.28 0.83 4.19 1.00 234 0.62 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
 
Table 4.28 
 
Administrative Experience and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
 
  
Experience 
 
No Experience 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
4.33 
 
0.54 
 
4.24 
 
0.51 
 
239 
 
 0.73 
Role imbalance 4.26 0.46 4.22 0.52 236  0.42 
Learner div. intolerance 4.38 0.46 4.36 0.53 236  0.24 
Moral turpitude 4.86 0.29 4.84 0.35 241  0.32 
Inattentive planning 4.56 0.46 4.41 0.56 242  1.57 
Personal disregard 4.06 0.67 4.15 0.71 243  0.70 
Low standards 4.46 0.71 4.42 0.69 243  0.32 
Student privacy disclosure 4.61 0.63 4.21 0.90 243     3.01** 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Table 4.29 
Highest Degree Earned and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df ≤ Bach.  Master’s Doctorate 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructor-centric 
practices 
 
0.76 
   0.40/2 
    64.20/241 
 
4.34 
 
4.24 
 
4.21 
 
 
Role imbalance 
 
1.83 
   0.93/2 
     60.88/238 
 
4.31 
 
4.23 
 
4.06 
 
 
Learner diversity 
intolerance 
 
0.02 
   0.01/2 
    63.03/242 
 
4.36 
 
4.38 
 
4.37 
 
 
Moral turpitude 
 
0.61 
   0.14/2 
    27.80/243 
 
4.79 
 
4.85 
 
4.84 
 
 
Inattentive planning 
 
1.54 
   0.93/2 
     73.26/244 
 
4.33 
 
4.44 
 
4.57 
 
 
Personal disregard 
 
2.08 
1.97/2 
115.96/244 
 
4.34 
 
4.12 
 
4.07 
 
 
Low standards 
 
0.12 
   0.11/2 
   115.54/244 
 
4.48 
 
4.42 
 
4.42 
 
 
Student privacy 
disclosure 
 
0.67 
   1.03/2 
   188.40/244 
 
4.38 
 
4.22 
 
4.33 
 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Table 4.30 
Level of Curricular Autonomy and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df Low  Middle High 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructor-centric 
practices 
 
0.37 
   0.20/2 
    63.42/237 
 
 
4.30 
 
4.24 
 
4.23 
 
 
Role imbalance 
 
2.07 
   1.07/2 
    60.68/235 
 
4.32 
 
4.16 
 
4.25 
 
 
Learner diversity 
intolerance 
 
1.41 
  0.77/2 
    64.86/239 
 
 
4.45 
 
4.33 
 
4.32 
 
 
Moral turpitude 
 
0.28 
   0.06/2 
    27.74/239 
 
4.86 
 
4.82 
 
4.85 
 
 
Inattentive planning 
 
1.63 
   0.94/2 
     69.16/240 
 
4.53 
 
4.38 
 
4.44 
 
 
Personal disregard 
 
2.43 
   2.39/2 
   118.37/241 
 
4.29 
 
4.08 
 
4.06 
 
 
Low standards 
   
3.08* 
 2.89/2 
  112.96/241 
 
4.59 
 
4.33 
 
4.42 
 
Middle less than low 
 
Student privacy 
disclosure 
 
0.72 
   1.12/2 
   186.63/241 
 
4.35 
 
4.18 
 
4.26 
 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Table 4.31 
Years of Teaching Experience in Different Contexts and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
 
  
Correlation Coefficient 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Community  
College  
High 
School University 
 
 
Instructor-centric 
practices 
 
  -.05 
 
  -.05 
 
      .21*** 
 
Role imbalance    -.14*    .05  .03  
Learner diversity 
intolerance 
  -.05   -.01  .08  
Moral turpitude     .10   -.04  .08  
Inattentive planning     .07    -.13*  .08  
Personal disregard   -.09    .08  .03  
Low standards   -.01    -.13* -.03  
Student privacy 
disclosure 
        .23***     -.19**  .05  
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
Table 4.32 
Annual Faculty Development Events Attended and Espousal of the Eight Inviolable Norms 
  
Correlation Coefficient 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Conference-
Based  
Institution-
Based  
 
 
Instructor-centric practices 
 
-.03 
 
 .04 
  
Role imbalance  .06 -.02   
Learner diversity 
intolerance 
-.02 -.10   
Moral turpitude  .03 -.05   
Inattentive planning  .01  .11   
Personal disregard  .07 -.06   
Low standards -.05  .07   
Student privacy disclosure -.03  .08   
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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Core inviolable norms. Instructor-centric practices, role imbalance, learner diversity 
intolerance, moral turpitude, personal disregard, and low standards are core inviolable norms to 
all three faculty types and four academic discipline classifications represented in this study of 
community college faculty.  
 Instructor-centric practices. As indicated by Table 4.26, women faculty (mean = 4.32) 
voiced more disapproval than men faculty (mean = 4.10) for the norm against instructor-centric 
practices. Also, detailed in Table 4.31, years of university teaching experience (r = .21, p < .001) 
was positively correlated with espousal levels against the norm of instructor-centric practices.   
As Table 4.33 demonstrates, both gender (b = .21, p < .01) and years of university 
teaching experience (b = .04, p < .01) remained statistically significant when variables associated 
with faculty type, academic discipline, and each of the nine other individual faculty 
characteristics were simultaneously controlled. With all variables controlled, high school faculty 
type (b = 1.02, p <.001), as compared to full-time faculty type, and primarily non-credit faculty 
(b = .99, p < .001) were associated with increased levels of sanction pertaining to instructor-
centric practices. 
 This regression equation accounted for 19 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables account for 7 percent. In addition, even after 
accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty characteristics 
accounted for an additional 12 percent. The single largest percent of variance (6 percent) was 
associated with the primary non-dual credit faculty type variable. 
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  Role imbalance. As seen in Table 4.31, years of community college teaching experience 
(r = -.14, p < .05) was negatively correlated with espousal levels on the inviolable norm of role 
imbalance. 
However, Table 4.33 demonstrates that the of influence years of community college 
teaching experience was reduced to statistical nonsignificance when faculty type, academic 
discipline, and the other nine individual faculty characteristics were controlled. With all variables 
controlled, high school faculty type (b = 1.16, p <.001), as compared to full-time faculty type, 
and primarily teaching college in the non-dual credit environment (b = 1.18, p < .001) are 
associated with increased levels of sanction pertaining to role imbalance. 
This regression equation accounted for 21 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 14 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 7 percent. The single largest percent of variance (10 
percent) was associated with the non-dual credit primary faculty type variable. 
Learner diversity intolerance. No statistically significant differences in the espousal 
levels of the norm of learner diversity tolerance existed across faculty type, academic discipline, 
or any of the ten individual faculty characteristics.  
 With all variables controlled, Table 4.33 indicates high school faculty type (b = 1.26, p 
<.001), when compared to full-time faculty type, and primarily teaching college in a non-dual 
credit structure (b = 1.44, p < .001) were associated with increased levels of sanction pertaining 
to learner diversity intolerance. 
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 This regression equation accounted for 19 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 13 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 6 percent—the single largest percent of variance (13 
percent) was associated with the non-dual credit primary faculty type variable. 
 Moral turpitude. No statistically significant differences in the espousal levels of the norm 
of moral turpitude existed across faculty type, academic discipline, or any of the ten individual 
faculty characteristics.  
With all variables controlled, Table 4.33 indicates high school faculty type (b = .99, p 
<.001), when compared to full-time faculty type, and primarily teaching college in the non-dual 
credit environment (b = 1.02, p < .001) were associated with increased levels of sanction 
pertaining to moral turpitude. 
This regression equation accounted for 20 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 17 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 3 percent. The single largest percent of variance (16 
percent) was associated with the non-dual credit primary faculty type variable. 
 Personal disregard. As indicated by Table 4.26, women faculty (mean = 4.25) voiced 
higher levels of espousal than men faculty (men = 3.95) for the norm against personal disregard 
both statistically and in degree of sanction, as men do not sanction the norm at an inviolable 
level.  
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 As Table 4.33 demonstrates, the espousal difference related to gender (b = .29, p < .01) 
remained statistically significant when faculty type, academic discipline, and the nine other 
individual faculty characteristics were simultaneously controlled. With all variables controlled 
faculty membership in a soft discipline (b = -.39, p < .05), as compared to faculty membership in 
a trades discipline, was associated with decreased levels of espousal. Meanwhile, high school 
faculty type (b = 1.24, p <.01), as compared to full-time faculty type, and primarily teaching 
college in the non-dual credit environment (b = 1.37, p < .001) were associated with increased 
levels of sanction pertaining to personal disregard. 
This regression equation accounted for 21 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 10 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 11 percent. The single largest percent of variance (7 
percent) was associated with gender. 
 Low standards. As indicated by Table 4.26, women faculty (mean = 4.49) voiced higher 
levels of espousal than men faculty (men = 4.28) for the norm against low standards. Also, Table 
4.30 demonstrates faculty with middle levels of reported curricular autonomy (mean = 4.33) 
espoused the norm of low standards at lower levels than faculty with low levels of reported 
curricular autonomy (mean = 4.59). Finally, as documented in Table 4.31, years of high school 
teaching experience (r = -.13, p < .05) was related to decreasing levels of norm espousal.  
As Table 4.33 demonstrates, the espousal differences related to gender (b = .29, p < .05) 
and years of high school teaching experience (b = -.03, p < .01) remained statistically significant 
when faculty type, academic discipline, and each of the individual faculty characteristics were 
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 simultaneously controlled. However, the difference in espousal level accorded to levels of 
curricular autonomy became statistically nonsignificant with all variables controlled. 
This regression equation accounted for 19 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 6 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 13 percent. The single largest percent of variance (7 
percent) was associated with gender. 
Differentiated inviolable norms. Inattentive planning and student privacy disclosure 
were inviolable norms that were differentiated by either faculty type or academic discipline 
classifications represented in this study of community college faculty.  
 Inattentive planning. As indicated by Table 4.31, numbers of years teaching high school 
(r = -.13, p < .05) was negatively associated with the level of espousal of the norm against 
inattentive planning. 
As Table 4.33 demonstrates, the correlation of espousal to years of high school teaching 
experience was reduced to statistical nonsignificance when faculty type, academic discipline, and 
the nine other individual faculty characteristics were simultaneously controlled. With all 
variables controlled high school (b = .73, p < .05), as compared to full-time faculty, and non-dual 
credit primary (b = .90, p <.001) faculty type variables were associated with increased levels of 
espousal. Additionally, number of conference-based professional development experiences 
attended in a typical year (b = .04, p <.05) contributed to increased espousal levels on the norm 
pertaining to inattentive planning. 
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 Table 4.33. Regression of the Eight Inviolable Norms on Faculty Type, Academic Discipline, and Individual Faculty Characteristics 
 Instructor-
centric 
practices 
Role 
imbalance 
Learner 
diversity 
intolerance 
Moral 
turpitude 
Inattentive 
planning 
Personal 
disregard 
Low 
standards 
Student 
privacy 
disclosure 
PT -.08 
(-.08) 
-.07 
(-.07) 
-.11 
(-.10) 
.00 
(.00) 
-.08 
(-.07) 
.12 
(.09) 
-.05 
(-.03) 
.20 
(.11) 
HS 1.02*** 
(.75) 
 1.16*** 
(.86) 
  1.26*** 
(.92) 
  .99*** 
(1.05) 
   .73* 
(.53) 
  1.24** 
(.69) 
  1.10** 
(.64) 
.70 
(.32) 
Non-dual credit 
primary  
  .99*** 
(.73) 
 1.18*** 
(.87) 
  1.44*** 
(1.06) 
1.02*** 
(1.08) 
    .90*** 
(.66) 
1.37*** 
(.77) 
.64 
(.38) 
 1.10* 
(.50) 
Hard -.04 
(-.03) 
-.23 
(-.18) 
-.10 
(-.08) 
-.02 
(-.02) 
.01 
(.01) 
-.13 
(-.08) 
.05 
(.03) 
-.35 
(-.17) 
Soft -.04 
(-.04) 
-.26 
(-.25) 
-.05 
(-.05) 
-.07 
(-.10) 
-.09 
(-.08) 
  -.39* 
(-.28) 
-.11 
(-.09) 
-.14 
(-.08) 
No report -.08 
(-.06) 
-.20 
(-.14) 
-.08 
(-.06) 
-.03 
(-.03) 
-.04 
(-.03) 
-.16 
(-.09) 
-.20 
(-.11) 
-.01 
(.00) 
Women    .21* 
(.18) 
.12 
(.10) 
.15 
(.13) 
.09 
(.11) 
.14 
(.12) 
    .37** 
(.24) 
  .29* 
(.20) 
-.12 
(-.06) 
Doctorate -.21 
(-.13) 
-.11 
(-.07) 
-.02 
(-.01) 
.02 
(.02) 
.13 
(.08) 
-.16 
(-.07) 
.05 
(.02) 
.05 
(.02) 
Master’s -.11 
(-.09) 
.04 
(.03) 
.01 
(.01) 
.06 
(.07) 
.08 
(.07) 
-.24 
(-.15) 
.03 
(.02) 
-.05 
(-.02) 
Degree focus .09 
(.08) 
-.05 
(-.04) 
.10 
(.09) 
.06 
(.08) 
.07 
(.06) 
-.10 
(-.06) 
-.01 
(-.01) 
.02 
(.01) 
Administrative 
experience 
.04 
(.03) 
-.02 
(-.02) 
.11 
(.07) 
.09 
(.08) 
-.07 
(-.04) 
.11 
(.06) 
-.05 
(-.02) 
-.15 
(-.06) 
CC years taught .00 
(-.02) 
-.02 
(-.13) 
-.01 
(-.09) 
.00 
(.06) 
.00 
(.01) 
-.01 
(-.10) 
.00 
(-.05) 
.01 
(.10) 
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 Table 4.33 (continued) 
 Instructor-
centric 
practices 
Role 
imbalance 
Learner 
diversity 
intolerance 
Moral 
turpitude 
Inattentive 
planning 
Personal 
disregard 
Low 
standards 
Student 
privacy 
disclosure 
HS years taught -.01 
(-.16) 
-.01 
(-.10) 
.00 
(.03) 
.00 
(-.02) 
-.01 
(-.12) 
.01 
(.09) 
  -.03** 
(-.33) 
.00 
(-.03) 
Univ. years taught     .04** 
(.23) 
.00 
(.02) 
.01 
(.09) 
.01 
(.06) 
.00 
(.02) 
.01 
(.04) 
-.02 
(-.09) 
-.01 
(-.03) 
High curricular 
autonomy 
-.01 
(-.01) 
.06 
(.05) 
-.01 
(-.01) 
.00 
(-.00) 
-.05 
(-.04) 
.07 
(.04) 
.06 
(.04) 
.10 
(.05) 
Low curricular 
autonomy 
.08 
(.06) 
.10 
(.12) 
.11 
(.09) 
.03 
(.03) 
.18 
(.15) 
.10 
(.06) 
.15 
(.10) 
  .44* 
(.22) 
Institution-based 
dev. 
-.01 
(-.08) 
-.01 
(-.09) 
.00 
(-.03) 
.01 
(.07) 
-.01 
(-.07) 
.01 
(.08) 
.01 
(.10) 
.00 
(.02) 
Conference-based 
dev. 
.03 
(.10) 
-.02 
(-.08) 
.01 
(.05) 
.01 
(.03) 
  .04* 
(.16) 
.00 
(.01) 
.02 
(.06) 
-.01 
(-.02) 
Constant 2.83 3.34 2.50 3.37 3.30 2.33 3.35 3.58 
R2 (type)   .00 .02   .01   .00   .00    .01   .02   .04 
R2 (non-dc primary)   .06 .10   .13   .16   .06    .05   .03   .05 
R2 (discipline)   .00 .02   .00   .01   .01    .04   .01   .02 
R2 (gender)   .04 .02   .02   .01   .02    .07   .07   .00 
R2 (degree)   .02 .01   .01   .01   .01    .02   .00   .00 
R2 (admin. exp.)   .00 .00   .00   .00   .00    .00   .00   .01 
R2 (years exp.)   .05 .03   .01   .01   .00    .01   .05   .01 
R2 (autonomy)   .00 .01   .01   .00   .02    .00   .01   .03 
R2 (development)   .01 .01   .00   .00   .02    .00   .01   .00 
Total R2      .19**         .21***      .19**      .20**    .15*        .21***      .19**     .16* 
F 2.26 2.55 2.22 2.38 1.72 2.57 2.23 1.79 
df1/df2 18/171 18/169 18/172 18/172 18/173 18/173 18/173 18/173 
NOTE: Standardized regression coefficients are in parentheses. *p.<.05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001
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 This regression equation accounted for 15 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 7 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 8 percent. The single largest percent of variance (7 
percent) was associated with the non-dual credit primary faculty type variable. 
Student privacy disclosure. As indicated by Table 4.26, faculty with administrative 
experience (mean = 4.61) sanctioned the behaviors within the normative cluster of student 
privacy disclosure at a statistically significant higher level than faculty with no administrative 
experience (mean = 4.21). Table 4.31 demonstrates years of community college teaching 
experience (r = .23, p < .001) was positively correlated with espousal levels on the inviolable 
norm of student privacy disclosure; years of high school teaching experience (r = -.19, p < .05) 
was negatively correlated with espousal level on the norm.  
In Table 4.33, both correlations were reduced to statistical nonsignificance when faculty 
type, academic discipline, and each of the other nine individual faculty characteristics were 
controlled. Teaching college courses primarily in the non-dual credit environment (b = 1.10, p < 
.05) and low curricular autonomy (b = .44, p < .05), as compared to middle-level curricular 
autonomy levels, exerted independent influences on severity of faculty reactions to this 
normative pattern when all variables were controlled. 
This regression equation accounted for 16 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 10 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
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 characteristics accounted for an additional 6 percent—the single largest percent of variance (5 
percent) was associated with the non-dual credit primary faculty type variable. 
Inviolable norm espousal and individual faculty characteristics summary. Learner 
diversity intolerance and moral turpitude remain core inviolable norms since none of the ten 
individual faculty characteristics are associated with statistically significant differences in level 
of norm espousal. 
 The individual faculty characteristics of gender, administrative experience, curricular 
autonomy, and teaching experience in different contexts are associated with differences in levels 
of norm espousal. The individual faculty characteristics of focus of highest degree, level of 
highest degree earned, and both conference-based and institution-based faculty development 
experiences are not associated with different levels of faculty norm espousal on any of the 
inviolable norms.  
When controlling for all variables through multiple regression, variables associated with 
self-identified high school faculty, as compared to full-time faculty type, and faculty primarily 
teaching college courses in the non-dual credit environment each exert independent influences on 
all but one of the inviolable norms. Also, women voice stronger espousal levels for the norms 
against instructor-centric practices, personal disregard, and low standards. High school 
experience is correlated with lower espousal for the norm pertaining to low standards, and 
university experience is correlated with higher levels of espousal of sanction for behaviors in 
violation of the norm of instructor-centric practices. Low curricular autonomy, as compared to 
middle-level curricular autonomy, and conference-based development experiences are positively 
related with the sanctioning of student privacy disclosure and inattentive planning, respectively. 
Finally, faculty membership in a soft academic discipline, as compared to faculty membership in 
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 a trades discipline, is negatively associated with espousal levels on the norm of personal 
disregard. 
Faculty type and academic discipline variables, together, account for a larger proportion 
of the variance explained in faculty disapproval of role imbalance, learner diversity intolerance, 
moral turpitude, and student privacy disclosure than do individual faculty characteristics. 
Individual faculty characteristics variables account for a larger proportion of the variance for the 
remaining inviolable norms of inattentive planning, instructor-centric practices, personal 
disregard, and low standards. The non-dual credit primary faculty type variable accounts for the 
greatest amount of variability for six of the inviolable norms, while gender accounts for the 
greatest amount of variability for two of the inviolable norms. 
Admonitory norm espousal and individual faculty characteristics. Tables 4.34-4.40 
show the relationships between the ten individual faculty characteristics and the level of espousal 
for each of the ten admonitory norms. The multiple regression equations estimated for each of 
the eight inviolable norms are exhibited in Table 4.41. 
Teaching and colleague secrecy. As indicated by Table 4.39, number of years of 
community college teaching experience (r = -.18, p < .01) was negatively associated with the 
level of espousal of the norm against teaching and colleague secrecy. 
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the correlation of espousal to years of community college 
teaching experience was reduced to statistical nonsignificance when faculty type, academic 
discipline, and the nine other individual faculty characteristics were simultaneously controlled. 
With all variables controlled, dual credit primary (b = 1.22, p <.01) and low curricular autonomy 
(b = .35, p < .01) variables (as compared to middle curricular autonomy) were both associated 
with increased levels of espousal. Additionally, faculty membership in hard (b = -.48, p < .05) 
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 and soft (b = -.41, p < .05) disciplines (as compared to faculty membership in trades disciplines) 
and faculty with master’s degree as highest degree earned (b = -.32, p<.05), when compared to 
faculty with bachelor’s degrees or below, were all related to decreased espousal levels on the 
norm of teaching and colleague secrecy. 
This regression equation accounted for 19 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular admonitory norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 8 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 11 percent. The three variables of non-dual credit 
primary faculty type, academic discipline, and years of teaching experience in different contexts 
all shared the largest percent of variance, with each having 4 percent. 
Table 4.34  
Gender and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
 
  
Male 
 
Female 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructional and assessment narrowness 
 
3.35 
 
0.67 
 
3.53 
 
0.66 
  
1.91 
Teaching and colleague secrecy 3.44 0.73 3.59 0.69  1.45 
Inadequate course design 3.40 0.69 3.68 0.67     2.89** 
Inadequate communication 3.47 0.75 3.73 0.70    2.55* 
Professional development resistance 3.35 0.75 3.52 0.68  1.70 
Unsolicited colleague advice 3.10 0.86 3.19 0.89  0.74 
Minimal preparation 3.45 0.71 3.62 0.65  1.75 
Colleague misconduct non-reporting 3.13 0.99 3.19 1.03  0.42 
Student attendance ignorance 3.09 1.13 3.11 1.10  0.15 
Class time reduction 3.81 0.89 3.72 0.91  0.70 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Table 4.35 
Focus of Highest Degree and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
  
Subject Area 
 
Education 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructional and assessment narrowness 
 
3.44 
 
0.67 
 
3.56 
 
0.67 
 
229 
 
1.15 
Teaching and colleague secrecy 3.53 0.71 3.56 0.71 228 0.26 
Inadequate course design 3.56 0.71 3.59 0.67 231 0.26 
Inadequate communication 3.64 0.75 3.64 0.70 234 0.03 
Professional development resistance 3.40 0.72 3.61 0.68 232   2.10* 
Unsolicited colleague advice 3.07 0.90 3.28 0.80 234 1.78 
Minimal preparation 3.48 0.67 3.75 0.62 232    2.92** 
Colleague misconduct non-reporting 3.17 1.00 3.19 1.07 234 0.14 
Student attendance ignorance 2.95 1.07 3.44 1.11 234    3.09** 
Class time reduction 3.81 0.90 3.59 0.90 232 1.65 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
 
Table 4.36 
Administrative Experience and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
  
 
Experience 
 
No 
Experience 
  
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
df 
 
t-value 
 
Instructional and assessment narrowness 
 
3.39 
 
0.65 
 
3.48 
 
0.67 
 
236 
 
0.67 
Teaching and colleague secrecy 3.47 0.75 3.55 0.71 235 0.55 
Inadequate course design 3.58 0.61 3.58 0.72 239 0.02 
Inadequate communication 3.78 0.77 3.64 0.73 242 0.91 
Professional development resistance 3.47 0.61 3.46 0.74 242 0.08 
Unsolicited colleague advice 2.86 0.87 3.19 0.89 241 1.90 
Minimal preparation 3.37 0.66 3.59 0.68 240 1.61 
Colleague misconduct non-reporting 2.84 1.01 3.20 1.02 242 1.77 
Student attendance ignorance 2.95 1.02 3.11 1.12 243 0.79 
Class time reduction 4.05 0.75 3.72 0.91 241   2.15* 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Table 4.37 
Highest Degree Earned and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df ≤ Bach.  Master’s Doctorate 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructional and 
assessment narrowness 
 
    4.08* 
    3.53/2 
103.09/238 
 
3.73 
 
3.41 
 
3.47 
 
Master’s less 
than Bachelor’s 
 
Teaching and colleague 
secrecy 
  
    2.94 
    2.91/2 
117.02/237 
 
3.77 
 
3.49 
 
3.46 
 
 
Inadequate course design 
 
    3.12* 
    2.99/2 
115.05/240 
 
3.80 
 
3.56 
 
3.39 
 
 
Inadequate 
communication 
 
    5.53** 
    5.74/2 
126.74/244 
 
3.97 
 
3.56 
 
3.69 
 
Master’s less 
than Bachelor’s 
 
Professional development 
resistance 
 
    4.68** 
    4.63/2 
119.87/242 
 
3.76 
 
3.41 
 
3.36 
 
Master’s less 
than Bachelor’s 
 
Unsolicited colleague 
advice 
 
    2.63 
    4.11/2 
190.23/243 
 
3.41 
 
3.07 
 
3.21 
 
 
Minimal preparation 
 
     5.53** 
     4.88/2 
106.78/242 
 
3.86 
 
3.51 
 
3.43 
 
Master’s and 
Doctorate less 
than Bachelor’s 
 
Colleague misconduct 
non-reporting 
 
    6.52** 
  12.95/2 
241.22/243 
 
3.61 
 
3.10 
 
2.79 
 
Master’s and 
Doctorate less 
than Bachelor’s 
 
Student attendance 
ignorance 
 
  12.84*** 
  28.52/2 
270.95/244 
 
3.77 
 
3.01 
 
2.56 
 
Master’s and 
Doctorate less 
than Bachelor’s 
 
Class time reduction 
  
    1.96 
    3.15/2 
194.67/242 
 
3.93 
 
3.68 
 
3.94 
 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Table 4.38 
Level of Curricular Autonomy and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
F-Ratio 
SSb/df 
SSw/df Low  Middle High 
 
 
Post Hoc Mean 
Comparisons 
 
Instructional and 
assessment narrowness 
 
    0.53 
    0.47/2 
104.11/234 
 
3.54 
 
3.45 
 
3.43 
 
 
Teaching and colleague 
secrecy 
 
    2.96 
    2.91/2 
114.51/233 
 
3.72 
 
3.46 
 
3.49 
 
 
Inadequate course design 
 
    0.01 
    0.01/2 
110.99/237 
 
3.59 
 
3.59 
 
3.57 
 
 
Inadequate 
communication 
 
    1.93 
    2.08/2 
129.37/240 
 
3.79 
 
3.58 
 
3.60 
 
 
Professional development 
resistance 
 
    2.41 
    2.45/2 
121.91/239 
 
3.58 
 
3.35 
 
3.51 
 
 
Unsolicited colleague 
advice 
 
    1.03 
    1.62/2 
188.94/240 
 
3.28 
 
3.08 
 
3.12 
 
 
Minimal preparation 
 
    1.08 
    0.98/2 
108.54/239 
 
3.67 
 
3.53 
 
3.52 
 
 
Colleague misconduct 
non-reporting 
 
    0.79 
    1.65/2 
251.11/241 
 
3.26 
 
3.07 
 
3.21 
 
 
Student attendance 
ignorance 
 
    0.20 
    0.49/2 
293.85/241 
 
3.15 
 
3.09 
 
3.03 
 
 
Class time reduction 
 
    1.46 
    2.38/2 
195.74/239 
 
3.90 
 
3.69 
 
3.68 
 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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Table 4.39 
Years of Teaching Experience in Different Contexts and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
  
Correlation Coefficient 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Community 
College  
High 
School University 
 
Instructional and assessment narrowness 
 
   -.20** 
 
  .08 
 
  .08 
Teaching and colleague secrecy    -.18**   .04   .08 
Inadequate course design -.07  -.01   .05 
Inadequate communication -.06  -.07   .08 
Professional development resistance    -.20**   .12   .02 
Unsolicited colleague advice -.02  -.05  -.04 
Minimal preparation    -.19**      .18**  -.04 
Colleague misconduct non-reporting      -.21***  .04  -.03 
Student attendance ignorance -.06    .14*  -.09 
Class time reduction   -.16* -.09    .14* 
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
 
Table 4.40 
Annual Faculty Development Events Attended and Espousal of the Ten Admonitory Norms 
  
Correlation Coefficient 
 
 
 
Normative Pattern 
 
Conference-
Based  
 
Institution-
Based  
 
Instructional and assessment narrowness 
 
.11 
 
 -.11 
 
Teaching and colleague secrecy .01  -.08  
Inadequate course design .11  -.05  
Inadequate communication .02   -.13*  
Professional development resistance .09   -.15*  
Unsolicited colleague advice -.01  -.02  
Minimal preparation .11   -.16*  
Colleague misconduct non-reporting .05   -.14*  
Student attendance ignorance .09  -.13  
Class time reduction -.04     .20**  
*p.< .05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001 
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 Inadequate communication. As indicated by Table 4.34, women faculty (mean = 3.73) 
espoused higher levels of sanction to norm against inadequate communication. Furthermore, 
Table 4.37 demonstrates faculty with master’s degrees (mean = 3.56) espoused lower levels of 
sanction when compared to faculty with bachelor’s degrees or below (mean = 3.97). 
Additionally, attendance at institution-based professional development events (r = -13, p < .05) 
was negatively correlated with level of norm espousal, as indicated in Table 4.40. 
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the relationships of espousal to gender and institution-based 
professional development were reduced to statistical nonsignificance when faculty type, 
academic discipline, and the nine other individual faculty characteristics were simultaneously 
controlled. With all variables controlled, high school faculty (b = 1.37, p < .001), non-dual credit 
primary (b = 1.37, p <.001) and low curricular autonomy (b = .30, p < .05) variables were 
associated with increased levels of espousal, as compared to full-time faculty type, dual credit 
primary, and middle-level curricular autonomy variables, respectively. Additionally, number of 
high school years teaching experience (b = -.02, p < .05) was related to decreased espousal levels 
on the norm of inadequate communication. The influence of master’s degree as highest degree 
earned (b = -.49, p < .001), as compared to the variable of bachelor’s attainment or below, 
exerted an independent negative influence on espousal of inadequate communication. 
This regression equation accounted for 24 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 7 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 17 percent. The single largest percent of variance (7 
percent) was associated with degree type variables. 
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 Unsolicited colleague advice. No statistically significant differences in the espousal 
levels of the norm of unsolicited colleague advice existed across faculty type, academic 
discipline, or any of the ten individual faculty characteristics.  
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the regression equation for this norm was not significant (F 
= 1.50, df1/df2 = 18/174, R2 = .13, p > .05). The blocked regression analysis for this norm 
showed the regression equation never reached a statistically significant level while adding 
additional blocks of variables. Therefore, the results for the variables are not discussed further.  
Colleague misconduct non-reporting. As indicated by Table 4.37, faculty with highest 
degree of master’s (mean = 3.10) and doctorate (mean = 2.79) espoused lower levels of sanction 
when compared to faculty with bachelor’s degrees or less (mean = 3.61). Additionally, years 
community college teaching experience (r = -.21, p < .001) and attendance at institution-based 
professional development events (r = -14, p < .05) were negatively correlated with levels of norm 
espousal. 
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the regression equation for this norm was not significant 
when including all variables. However, the blocked regression analysis for this norm showed the 
regression equation to be significant until adding the variables associated with faculty 
development, thereby allowing the findings of the equation until the inclusion of faculty 
development variables to be presented as statistically significant. Years of community college 
teaching experience and attendance at institution-based professional development events were 
reduced to statistical non-significance when faculty type, academic discipline, and the other 
individual faculty characteristics (not including faculty development variables) were 
simultaneously controlled.  With all variables controlled, except for faculty development 
variables, faculty with master’s degrees (b = -.55, p <.01) and doctorate degrees (b = -.73, p < 
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 .05) as highest degree earned, compared to faculty with bachelor’s degrees or less, respectively, 
were independently associated with decreased levels of espousal in a statistically significant way. 
Additionally, faculty in hard (b = -.63, p < .05) and soft disciplines (b = -.62, p < .05), compared 
to faculty in trades disciplines, respectively, were independently associated with decreased levels 
of espousal in a statistically significant way 
The significant regression equation, which excluded faculty development variables, 
accounted for 13 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of this particular admonitory norm. 
Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated with faculty type and academic 
discipline variables accounted for 5 percent. In addition, even after accounting for academic 
discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty characteristics accounted for an 
additional 8 percent. The variables associated with academic discipline and degree type both 
shared the largest percent of variance, with each having 5 percent. 
Differentiated admonitory norms. Instructional and assessment narrowness, inadequate 
course design, professional development resistance, minimal preparation, student attendance 
ignorance, and class time reduction were admonitory norms that were differentiated by either 
faculty type or academic discipline classifications represented in this study of community college 
faculty.  
Instructional and assessment narrowness. As indicated by Table 4.37, faculty with 
highest degree earned as a master’s (mean = 3.41) had statistically significant lower levels of 
sanction against the norm of instructional and assessment narrowness than faculty with a 
bachelor’s degree or less (mean = 3.73). Also, Table 4.39 demonstrates number of years of 
community college teaching experience (r = -.20, p < .01) was negatively associated with the 
level of espousal of this norm. 
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 As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the correlation of espousal with years of community college 
teaching experience was reduced to statistical nonsignificance when faculty type, academic 
discipline, and the nine other individual faculty characteristics were simultaneously controlled. 
However, the association with decreased levels of sanction for faculty with master’s degrees (b = 
-.34, p < .05), as compared to faculty with bachelor’s degree or less, remained significant in the 
regression equation. Additionally, with all variables controlled, high school faculty (b = 1.21, p 
<.001), as compared to full-time faculty type, and non-dual credit primary (b = 1.20, p <.001) are 
associated with increased levels of espousal. 
This regression equation accounted for 18 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular admonitory norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 8 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 10 percent. Variables related to non-dual credit 
primary faculty type and degree shared the largest percent of variance, with each having 4 
percent. 
 Inadequate course design. As indicated by Table 4.34, women faculty (mean = 3.68) 
voiced more disapproval than men faculty (men = 3.40) for the norm against inadequate course 
design.  
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the espousal difference related to gender (b = .30, p < .05) 
remained statistically significant when faculty type, academic discipline, and each of the 
individual faculty characteristics were simultaneously controlled. Additionally, with all variables 
controlled, the variables of high school (b = 1.09, p <.01), as compared to full-time faculty, and 
non-dual credit primary faculty type (b = 1.10, p <.001) were associated with increased espousal. 
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 This regression equation accounted for 16 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular inviolable norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 7 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 9 percent. Non-dual credit primary faculty type and 
gender shared the largest percent of variance, with each having 4 percent. 
Professional development resistance. As indicated by Table 4.35 and 4.37, faculty with 
education-focused degrees (mean = 3.61) and bachelor’s degrees or less (mean = 3.76) voiced 
more disapproval than faculty with subject-area degrees (mean = 3.40) and master’s degrees 
(mean = 3.41), respectively. Also, Table 4.39 and Table 4.40 demonstrate that years of 
community college teaching experience (r = -.20, p < .01) and attendance at institution-based 
professional development events (r = -.15, p < .05) were negatively related to espousal levels on 
the norm against professional development resistance, respectively.  
As shown in Table 4.41, the espousal difference related to faculty with master’s degrees 
as highest degree earned (b = -.31, p < .05), as compared to faculty with bachelor’s degrees or 
less, and community college teaching experience (b = -.02, p < .05) remained statistically 
significant when faculty type, academic discipline, and each of the individual faculty 
characteristics were simultaneously controlled. Type of degree (education or subject area) was 
reduced to statistical nonsignificance. Additionally, with all variables controlled, non-dual credit 
primary faculty type (b = .77, p <.05) was associated with increased levels of espousal. Faculty 
membership in a hard academic discipline category (b = -.31, p < .05), as compared to faculty 
membership in a trades discipline, was related to decreased levels of espousal on the norm 
against professional development resistance.  
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 Table 4.41. Regression of the Ten Admonitory Norms on Faculty Type, Academic Discipline, and Individual Faculty Characteristics 
 Instr. and 
assmt. 
narrow-
ness 
Teach- 
ing and 
coll. 
secrecy 
Inad. 
course 
design 
Inad. 
comm 
unication 
Prof. dev. 
resist-
ance 
Unsolic. 
coll. 
advice 
Minimal 
prep-
aration 
Coll. 
miscon-
duct non-
re-porting 
Student 
attend. 
ignor-
ance 
Class 
time 
reduc-
tion 
PT .04 
(.02) 
-.01 
(-.01) 
-.07 
(-.05) 
.02 
(.01) 
-.05 
(-.03) 
 -.02 
(-.01) 
.07 
(.03) 
.20 
(.09) 
-.17 
(-.09) 
HS 1.21*** 
(.70) 
.84 
(.45) 
1.09** 
(.63) 
1.37*** 
(.72) 
.70 
(.38) 
 1.08** 
(.64) 
.59 
(.22) 
.24 
(.09) 
.78 
(.34) 
Non-dual credit 
primary  
1.20*** 
(.69) 
1.22** 
(.66) 
1.10*** 
(.63) 
1.37*** 
(.72) 
.77* 
(.42) 
 .86** 
(.51) 
.73 
(.28) 
-.13 
(-.05) 
.75 
(.32) 
Hard -.34 
(-.20) 
-.48* 
(-.28) 
-.25 
(-.15) 
-.29 
(-.16) 
-.52* 
(-.30) 
 -.08 
(-.05) 
-.63* 
(-.25) 
-.26 
(-.10) 
.25 
(.13) 
Soft -.20 
(-.15) 
-.41* 
(-.29) 
-.01 
(.00) 
-.21 
(-.14) 
-.24 
(-.17) 
 -.28 
(-.21) 
-.62* 
(-.30) 
.04 
(.02) 
-.14 
(-.07) 
No report -.31 
(-.17) 
-.40 
(-.21) 
-.16 
(-.09) 
-.33 
(-.17) 
-.40 
(-.21) 
 -.25 
(-.14) 
-.60 
(-.22) 
-.15 
(-.05) 
-.34 
(-.14) 
Women .13 
(.08) 
.03 
(.02) 
.30* 
(.20) 
.17 
(.10) 
.10 
(.06) 
 .14* 
(.09) 
.05 
(.02) 
-.05 
(-.02) 
.06 
(.03) 
Doctorate -.16 
(-.07) 
-.30 
(-.13) 
-.34 
(-.16) 
-.30 
(-.13) 
-.21 
(-.09) 
 -.23 
(-.11) 
-.73* 
(-.23) 
-.92** 
(-.27) 
-.26 
(-.09) 
Master’s -.34* 
(-.23) 
-.32* 
(-.20) 
-.23 
(-.15) 
-.49*** 
(-.29) 
-.31* 
(-.19) 
 -.27 
(-.19) 
-.55** 
(-.24) 
-.68** 
(-.28) 
-.38* 
(-.19) 
Degree focus .04 
(.03) 
.01 
(.00) 
.12 
(.08) 
.07 
(.05) 
-.10 
(-.06) 
 -.15 
(-.10) 
.09 
(.04) 
-.31 
(-.13) 
.23 
(.11) 
Administrative 
experience 
.13 
(.06) 
.10 
(.05) 
.11 
(.06) 
-.08 
(-.04) 
-.08 
(-.04) 
 .11 
(.05) 
.22 
(.07) 
.01 
(.00) 
-.14 
(-.05) 
CC years taught -.01 
(-.16) 
-.01 
(-.17) 
.00 
(-.04) 
.00 
(-.02) 
-.02* 
(-.18) 
 -.01 
(-.12) 
-.02 
(-.14) 
.01 
(.05) 
.02 
(.15) 
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 Table 4.41 (continued) 
 Instr. and 
assmt. 
narrow-
ness 
Teach- 
ing and 
coll. 
secrecy 
Inad. 
course 
design 
Inad. 
comm 
unication 
Prof. dev. 
resist-
ance 
Unsolic. 
coll. 
advice 
Minimal 
prep-
aration 
Coll. 
miscon-
duct non-
re-porting 
Student 
attend. 
ignor-
ance 
Class 
time 
reduc-
tion 
HS years taught .00 
(-.01) 
.01 
(.09) 
-.01 
(-.08) 
-.02* 
(-.24) 
.00 
(.00) 
 -.01 
(-.13) 
.00 
(-.01) 
.01 
(.04) 
.01 
(.05) 
Univ. years 
taught 
.01 
(.06) 
.02 
(.08) 
.01 
(.06) 
.01 
(.04) 
.00 
(.01) 
 .00 
(-.01) 
.00 
(.00) 
.01 
(.03) 
.03 
(.10) 
High curricular 
autonomy 
.01 
(.01) 
.07 
(.04) 
.14 
(.09) 
.06 
(.03) 
.19 
(.12) 
 .06 
(.04) 
.26 
(.11) 
 -.10 
(-.05) 
Low curricular 
autonomy 
.11 
(.07) 
.35* 
(.22) 
.04 
(.03) 
.30* 
(.17) 
.25 
(.15) 
 .11 
(.07) 
.13 
(.06) 
 .20 
(.10) 
Institution-based 
dev. 
.00 
(-.03) 
.00 
(-.03) 
-.01 
(-.08) 
-.02 
(-.17) 
-.01 
(-.09) 
 -.01 
(-.09) 
  .03* 
(.20) 
Conference-
based dev. 
.03 
(.09) 
-.01 
(-.04) 
.05 
(.15) 
.05 
(.13) 
.01 
(.04) 
 .04 
(.13) 
  -.06 
(-.13) 
Constant 2.26 2.85 1.88 2.71 3.39  2.79 2.94 3.85 3.08 
R2 (type)  .03    .00   .01   .00   .03   .07  .00 .04   .03 
R2 (non-dc prim.)  .04    .04   .04   .06   .02   .02  .00 .00   .02 
R2 (discipline)  .02    .04   .03   .01   .05   .03  .05 .03   .03 
R2 (gender)  .01    .01   .04   .02   .01   .02  .00 .00   .00 
R2 (degree)  .04    .03   .02   .07   .02   .03  .05 .06   .03 
R2 (admin. exp.)  .01    .00   .00   .00   .00   .00  .01 .00   .01 
R2 (years exp.)  .02    .04   .00   .02   .03   .02  .01 .00   .03 
R2 (autonomy)  .00    .03   .01   .03   .02   .01  .01    .01 
R2 (development)  .01    .00   .02   .03   .01   .02     .03 
Total R2    .18*       .19**    .16*       .24***      .18** .13       .22***    .13*    .13*      .20** 
F 2.00 2.16 1.87 3.02 2.15 1.49 2.66 1.71 1.93 2.35 
df1/df2 18/169 18/167 18/171 18/174 18/173 18/174 18/172 16/176 14/178 18/172 
NOTE: Standardized regression coefficients are in parentheses. *p.<.05, **p.<.01, ***p.<.001
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  This regression equation accounted for 18 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular admonitory norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline accounted for 9 percent. In addition, even after 
accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty characteristics 
accounted for an additional 9 percent— the single largest percent of variance (5 percent) was 
associated with academic discipline classification. 
Minimal preparation. As indicated by Table 4.35, faculty with education-focused degrees 
(mean = 3.75) had statistically significant higher levels of sanction on the norm against minimal 
preparation than faculty with subject area degrees (mean = 3.48). Also, as documented in Table 
4.37, faculty with bachelor’s degrees or less (mean = 3.86) espoused greater levels of sanction 
than faculty with master’s degrees (mean = 3.51) or doctoral degrees (mean = 3.43). 
Additionally, Table 4.39 and Table 4.40 show that community college teaching experience (r = -
.19, p < .01) and attendance at institution-based faculty development events (r = -.16, p < .05) 
were each negatively associated with the level of espousal of this norm, respectively. Years of 
high school teaching experience (r = .18, p < .01) was positively correlated to espousal levels. 
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, relationships related to focus of highest degree, highest 
degree earned, teaching experience in community college and high school environments, and 
institution-based professional development all were reduced to statistical nonsignificance when 
faculty type, academic discipline, and the nine other individual faculty characteristics were 
simultaneously controlled. With all variables controlled, high school (b = 1.08, p <.01), as 
compared to full-time faculty, and non-dual credit primary (b = .86, p <.01) faculty type 
variables were associated with increased levels of espousal. 
This regression equation accounted for 22 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular admonitory norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
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 with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 12 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
characteristics accounted for an additional 10 percent. The single largest percent of variance (7 
percent) was associated with self-reported faculty type. 
Student attendance ignorance. As indicated by Table 4.35, faculty with education-
focused degrees (mean = 3.44) had statistically significant higher levels of sanction on the norm 
against student attendance ignorance than faculty with subject area degrees (mean = 2.95). Also, 
in Table 4.37, faculty with bachelor’s degrees or less (mean = 3.77) espoused greater levels of 
sanction than faculty with master’s degrees (mean = 3.01) or doctoral degrees (mean = 2.56). 
Additionally, Table 4.39 documents that high school teaching experience (r = .14, p < .05) was 
positively correlated with the level of espousal on this norm.  
As Table 4.41 demonstrates, the regression equation for this norm was not significant. 
However, the blocked regression analysis for this norm showed the regression equation to be 
significant until adding the block of variables associated with curricular autonomy, thereby 
allowing the findings of the equation until the inclusion of curricular autonomy variables to be 
presented as statistically significant. The variables of degree type and years of high school 
teaching experience were reduced to statistical non-significance when faculty type, academic 
discipline, and the other individual faculty characteristics (excluding curricular autonomy and 
faculty development variabels) were simultaneously controlled.  With all variables controlled, 
faculty with master’s degrees (b = -.68, p <.01) and doctorate degrees (b = -.92, p < .05) as 
highest degree earned, compared to faculty with bachelor’s degrees or less, respectively, were 
independently associated with decreased levels of espousal in a statistically significant way. 
The significant regression equation, which excluded curricular autonomy and faculty 
development variables, accounted for 13 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of this 
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 particular admonitory norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated with 
faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 7 percent. In addition, even after 
accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty characteristics 
accounted for an additional 6 percent. The single largest percent of variance (6 percent) was 
associated with degree type variables. 
Class time reduction. As indicated by Table 4.36, faculty with administrative experience 
(mean = 4.05) had statistically significant higher levels of sanction against the norm of minimal 
preparation than faculty without administrative experience (mean = 3.72). Also, Table 4.39 and 
Table 4.40 demonstrate that years of university teaching experience (r = .14, p < .05) and 
attendance at institution-based faculty development events were positively correlated with the 
level of espousal of this norm, respectively. Years of community college teaching experience (r = 
-.16, p < .05) were negatively associated. 
As shown in Table 4.41, relationships of espousal levels to administrative experience and 
years of teaching in high school and community college contexts were reduced to statistical 
nonsignificance when faculty type, academic discipline, and the nine other individual faculty 
characteristics were simultaneously controlled. With all variables controlled, faculty with 
master’s degrees as highest degree earned (b = -.38, p <.05), as compared to faculty with 
bachelor’s ‘degrees or less, was a variable independently associated with decreased levels of 
espousal in a statistically significant way. Additionally, institution-based faculty development 
attendance exerted a statistically significant independent effect (b = .03, p < .05) 
This regression equation accounted for 20 percent of the variability in faculty espousal of 
this particular admonitory norm. Of this total percent of variance explained, variables associated 
with faculty type and academic discipline variables accounted for 8 percent. In addition, even 
after accounting for academic discipline and faculty type variables, individual faculty 
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 characteristics accounted for an additional 12 percent. The five variable categories related to 
faculty type, academic discipline, degree type, years teaching experience in different contexts, 
and faculty development experiences all shared the largest percent of variance, with each having 
3 percent. 
Admonitory norm espousal and individual faculty characteristics summary. Unsolicited 
colleague advice remains a core admonitory norm since none of the ten individual faculty 
characteristics are associated with statistically significant differences in level of norm espousal. 
 The individual faculty characteristics of gender, focus of highest degree, administrative 
experience, highest degree earned, years teaching experience (community college, high school, 
and university), and frequency of attendance at institution-based faculty development events are 
associated with differences in levels of norm espousal. The individual faculty characteristics of 
curricular autonomy and frequency of attendance at conference-based faculty development 
events are not associated with different levels of faculty norm espousal on any of the admonitory 
norms.  
When controlling for all variables through multiple regression, faculty with highest 
degree earned of a master’s degree, as compared to faculty with a bachelor’s degree or less, 
experience an independent negative influence on all but two of the admonitory norms. Variables 
associated with non-dual credit primary teaching and high school faculty type (as compared to 
full-time faculty type) exert independent positive influences on six and four of the ten 
admonitory norms, respectively. Also, faculty in hard and soft disciplines (as compared to 
faculty in trades disciplines) espouse lower levels for the norms against teaching and colleague 
secrecy and colleague misconduct suppression; additionally, this independent negative influence 
is also true for hard faculty (as compared to faculty in trades disciplines) on the norm of 
professional development resistance. Low curricular autonomy, as compared to middle-level 
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 curricular autonomy, is positively related to espousal levels on teaching and colleague secrecy 
and inadequate communication. Furthermore, with all variables controlled, women espouse the 
norms of inadequate course design and minimal preparation at higher levels than men. 
Meanwhile, faculty with doctoral degrees, as compared to faculty with bachelor’s degrees or 
less, espouse the norms of colleague misconduct non-reporting and student attendance ignorance 
at lower levels. Finally, high school experience and community college teaching experience are 
correlated with lower espousal for the norms pertaining to inadequate communication and 
professional development resistance, respectively. 
Individual faculty characteristics, in sum, account for a larger or equal proportion of the 
variance explained in faculty levels of disapproval for the admonitory norms against instructional 
and assessment narrowness, teaching and colleague secrecy, inadequate course design, 
professional development resistance, inadequate communication, colleague misconduct non-
reporting, and class-time reduction (eight of the ten admonitory norms) than do the sum of the 
variables associated with faculty type and academic discipline. Unlike the inviolable norm 
findings, there is no dominant variable which accounts for the greatest amount of variability on 
the array of normative patterns—non-dual credit primary faculty type accounted for the greatest 
amount of variability for six of the inviolable norms. All variables except for administrative 
experience account for the greatest amount of variability on at least one of the admonitory norms 
(with several variables often tied for the greatest amount of variability on many of the norms). Of 
this variety, variables associated with degree type (highest degree earned and focus of highest 
degree) account for the greatest amount of variability, or share the greatest amount of variability 
with other variables, on six of the ten admonitory norms.  Similarly, non-dual credit primary 
faculty type and discipline variables each account for the greatest amount of variability, or share 
the greatest amount of variability with other variables, on three of the ten admonitory norms. 
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 Summary 
 Upon analysis of the levels of espousal on the eighteen normative patterns ascertained in 
this study, only two inviolable norms (learner diversity intolerance and moral turpitude) and one 
admonitory norm (unsolicited colleague advice) remain core to faculty regardless of differences 
in faculty type, academic discipline, or individual faculty characteristics. Variables associated 
with differences in espousal levels, particularly those derived through multiple regression 
analyses, offer opportunities to understand beliefs about college teaching among the 
differentiated and generally understudied group of faculty who comprise the community college 
professoriate. The findings reported in this chapter point to a strong degree of influence from 
faculty type on inviolable norms—particularly divided upon faculty who primarily teach college 
in the dual credit setting as compared to those who teach primarily in the traditional or non-dual 
credit college credit structure.  The influence of degree type variables, particularly master’s 
degree as highest degree earned, emerges in the findings related to espousal levels on admonitory 
norms.  Beneath these two dominant patterns, however, exist a variety of other findings related to 
influences of variables on a number of different inviolable and admonitory norms. A discussion 
of possible explanations for these findings, grounded in theories developed from previous 
research employing the CTBI instrument and from literature pertaining to the differentiated 
college teaching faculty groups involved in this study, follows in the concluding chapter. 
Furthermore, the proceeding chapter considers the implications of these findings for theory and 
practice in addition to the limitations of the study and potential future directions for this line of 
research.  
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 CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
 This study was designed to ascertain the espoused teaching performance norms of the full 
range of community college faculty. Furthermore, due to differences in various socialization 
processes and autonomy hypothesized to be key factors in norm espousal levels, the differences 
and similarities in level of espoused norms across the spectrum of faculty types, academic 
disciplines, and individual faculty characteristics were studied. This chapter provides a summary 
of the study, a discussion of the major findings and their implications, and recommendations for 
future research and considerations for institutional practice related to the college teaching norms 
of the spectrum of community college faculty. 
Summary of the Study 
Researchers have argued that a set of espoused social norms help to govern faculty 
behaviors in their role of college teaching (Braxton & Bayer, 1999). Yet, research on faculty 
teaching norms to this point has not reflected some of the fundamental changes occurring to the 
college teaching occupation. A restructuring of the faculty profession (and possibly the norms of 
college teaching) is occurring throughout higher education, and it is of the utmost importance to 
understand this phenomenon at the community college institution where the faculty-student 
relationship is most critical for academic integration and student persistence (Napoli & Wartman, 
1998). 
This study examined the norms of the spectrum of community college faculty and adds to 
the field’s understanding of college-level teaching behaviors in additional contexts. No prior 
studies on college teaching norms have focused on part-time faculty, career and technical 
education (CTE) faculty, or dual credit teachers. The differences within the spectrum of 
community college faculty were used in this study to test developing norm espousal theories 
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 from prior College Teaching Behaviors Inventory (CTBI) studies. Ultimately, the findings from 
this study contribute to the body of literature on community college faculty and college teaching 
norms and can aid in the practice of hiring, orienting, developing, and evaluating the wide range 
of faculty teaching within the differentiated community college faculty professoriate. 
Discussion of Major Findings 
 This study used survey data collected through the online administration of the CTBI 
instrument to faculty at three National Alliance of Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships (NACEP) 
member community colleges in the state of Illinois. Building upon methods used by Braxton and 
Bayer (1999), this study used separate factor analyses of survey items with mean scores in the 
inviolable and admonitory sanction ranges to determine a set of college teaching norms espoused 
by the full range of the community college faculty sample. In this line of research on college 
teaching norms, inviolable behaviors are behaviors with a mean score of 4.00 or higher on the 
sanction scale and fall in the range of “inappropriate/handle informally” and “very 
inappropriate/requires intervention”; admonitory norms are associated with lower degrees of 
negative sanction (3.00 to 3.99) and fall between “mildly inappropriate, generally to be ignored” 
and “inappropriate behavior, to be handled informally by colleagues or administrators suggesting 
change or improvement.”  
This study also explored the relationships between the independent variables of faculty 
type, academic discipline, and various individual faculty characteristics and the dependent 
variables of the espousal levels on the inviolable and admonitory norms by faculty respondents. 
It should be noted that the major findings presented here must be understood within the 
limitations of the sample obtained. The respondent faculty were from three NACEP member 
colleges in the state of Illinois, which potentially indicates heightened institutional commitments 
to dual credit partnerships. The three participating colleges are located in primarily rural settings, 
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 and the sample was overwhelmingly white, disproportionately female, contained an 
overrepresentation of full-time community college faculty and high school teachers serving as 
dual credit faculty, and also therefore consisted of an underrepresentation of part-time 
community college faculty. 
A discussion of the major findings is framed around the four research questions of the 
study and is categorized as follows: (a) normative patterns of the full range of community 
college faculty, (b) faculty type and norm espousal, (c) academic discipline and norm espousal, 
and (d) individual faculty characteristics and norm espousal.  
Normative patterns. The first research question of this study asked: What are the 
normative patterns among inviolable and admonitory teaching behaviors held by the full range of 
community college faculty?   
This study ascertained eight normative patterns and ten admonitory patterns among the 
teaching behaviors espoused by community college faculty. The eight patterns of inviolable 
normative behaviors were: instructor-centric practices, role imbalance, learner diversity 
intolerance, moral turpitude, inattentive planning, personal disregard, low standards, and 
student privacy disclosure. The ten patterns of admonitory behaviors were: instructional and 
assessment narrowness, teaching and colleague secrecy, inadequate course design, inadequate 
communication, professional development resistance, unsolicited colleague advice, minimal 
preparation, colleague misconduct non-reporting, student attendance ignorance, and class-time 
reduction. 
The norms ascertained in this study have some overlap with the normative patterns of 
behaviors found in the comprehensive Braxton and Bayer (1999) study and the Bayer and 
Braxton (1998) study that focused on full-time community college faculty in transfer disciplines. 
The different types of patterns of normative behavior found in this study were in part a result of 
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 an increased number of sanctioned behavior items and different behavior items included in the 
factor analyses of inviolable and admonitory behaviors, when compared to previous CTBI 
studies. Specifically, Braxton and Bayer’s (1999) factor analysis of inviolable norms included 
only 33 items in the 4.00 or greater range and Bayer and Braxton’s (1998) factor analysis of 
inviolable norms included 34 items.  For this study, 43 items scored in the inviolable range, and 
this addition of items to the factor analysis of inviolable behaviors led to normative patterns not 
always easily comparable to past studies. Many of the items included in the factor analysis for 
inviolable behaviors were admonitory in Braxton and Bayer. This study had 53 items in the 
admonitory range and so did the Braxton and Bayer comprehensive study. Several admonitory 
items in this study were below the 3.00 admonitory sanctioned range in Braxton and Bayer and 
so were not included in their factor analyses.  
The general shift toward higher espousal levels on normative patterns of behaviors was 
largely attributable to the inclusions of faculty whose primary professional role as a high school 
teacher, the inclusion of faculty who teach in trades disciplines (in the CTE mission of the 
community college), and an overrepresentation in the sample of female faculty respondents.  The 
influence of these high espousing groups within the dataset is partly responsible for, in addition 
to potential attitude changes over time (e.g. student privacy), some previously unsanctioned 
items rising to admonitory status and some previously admonitory items rising to inviolable 
status. This pattern of movement on the sanctioning of college teaching behaviors resulted in two 
separate factor analyses that included different sets of included items when compared to past 
studies employing the CTBI.  
With different sets of items included in the separate factor analyses, the resultant norms 
of this study either mirrored a previous normative pattern, demonstrated a hybridization of norms 
from previous studies, or generated a pattern of normative behavior that appears to be wholly 
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 new. A model example of a norm ascertained in this study that mirrored findings from previous 
studies is the norm of moral turpitude—the three behavioral items with the highest loading in 
this study exactly matched the three items with the highest loading on this norm in Braxton and 
Bayer (1999). An example of the hybridization of previously ascertained norms was the 
inviolable norm of learner diversity intolerance obtained through the factor analysis of inviolable 
behaviors performed in this study. Within the normative pattern of behaviors that comprised 
learner diversity intolerance were behaviors that in Braxton and Bayer (1999) loaded with the 
norms of particularistic grading, condescending negativism, inconvenience avoidance, and 
authoritarian classroom. It is impossible to say whether or not the norm of learner diversity 
intolerance and other hybridized norms reflect a new perception of normative behavior among 
faculty or the result of the inclusion of new faculty groups. There were not enough full-time 
transfer community college faculty in the sample obtained to perform a separate factor analysis 
of only their responses that fell within respective inviolable and admonitory norms to compare 
factor loadings from this study to previous studies.   
However, there was also a clear example of a normative pattern in this study that 
demonstrates a definitive shift in perception of behavior that goes beyond a general higher shift 
in espousal among the previously excluded faculty groups—the inviolable norm of student 
privacy disclosure. The two behaviors that comprised the norm did not reach the inviolable 
espousal range in previous comparison studies that drew exclusively from full-time faculty from 
hard and soft disciplines—this faculty subgroup from this study’s sample clearly espoused these 
behaviors at the inviolable level. The appearance of this norm may be explained by the 
heightened awareness of identity protection within the general society over the last ten to fifteen 
years and also increased efforts to raise faculty awareness of the Family Educational Rights and 
Privacy Act (Gilley & Gilley, 2006).  
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 Faculty type and norm espousal. The second research question of this study asked: Are 
any of the norms similar across all faculty types (part-time, full-time, dual credit)? Are there 
norms that vary in their levels of espousal among faculty types? 
Comparison of the high school, part-time, and full-time faculty type respondents showed 
that inviolable norms are espoused at statistically similar levels on all norms except the norm of 
student privacy disclosure, a previously discussed unique norm to this study. The high school 
faculty espoused this norm at lower levels; additionally, faculty whose primary college teaching 
context is the dual credit environment espoused this norm at a statistically significant lower level 
than non-dual credit primary faculty. This difference between the faculty groups on this norm 
reveals a stark difference between the treatment of students’ academic records.  The two specific 
items within this normative pattern pertained to use of Social Security numbers and the 
safekeeping of graded student material.  
The different perceptions of behaviors pertaining to these items by these faculty groups 
can be explained in a couple of different ways.  First, the posting of grades and open pick-up of 
graded student papers outside of faculty offices are simply not behaviors that occur in the high 
school or high-school located dual credit environment. Therefore, one explanation is that many 
of the high school faculty were in college prior to the crystallization of this norm among faculty 
groups and are perhaps projecting a more lenient view of student record maintenance by faculty 
members at the time in which they experienced the college environment as a student. In their 
study on graduate teaching assistants, Braxton, Lambert, and Clark (1995) explained the teaching 
behaviors espoused by individuals entering the faculty profession “may stem from personal 
experience with these proscriptive behaviors during undergraduate study” (p. 681). The espousal 
of behaviors related to the norm of student privacy disclosure by high school-based dual credit 
faculty are indicative of a former prevailing set of practices that they may have been exposed to 
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 during their own college experience. However, their beliefs about these behaviors were not 
consistent with the espoused behaviors of contemporary college campus-based faculty. 
A second explanation of the difference in this norm may be that it is emblematic of a 
different way of treating the student and his/her official record in the high school or dual credit 
environment that is even codified in legislation governing dual credit practices. For example, the 
Illinois Dual Credit Quality Act allows for special policies in the treatment of the transcripted 
record of the student (IDCQA, 2010). This policy, and practitioner concerns related to the 
treatment of the student record related to the extent of parents’ rights within dual credit scenarios 
(see Rainsberger, 2012), reveals an area of ambiguity related to the status of dual credit students. 
There are inherent tensions in the enactment of policy where a student is learning in an 
environment regulated by overlapping and potentially contradictory high school and college 
policies and practices at institution, state, and federal levels.  
Unlike the relatively stable espousal levels across faculty type for inviolable norms, five 
of the ten admonitory norms were differentiated across faculty type. Full-time faculty espoused 
norms at lower levels than high school faculty on instructional and assessment narrowness and 
student attendance ignorance; part-time and full-time faculty espoused norms at lower levels than 
high school faculty on professional development resistance and minimal preparation. Full-time 
faculty espoused norms at higher levels than high school and part-time faculty on the norm 
against class-time reduction. The general trend shows higher admonitory norm espousal levels 
for high school faculty when compared to full-time and part-time faculty, and it is noteworthy 
both for how it informs college teaching norm espousal theory development and for how it 
addresses concerns about the quality of teaching of part-time and dual credit faculty. 
First, across the admonitory and inviolable norms, there was only one statistically 
significant difference between full-time faculty and part-time faculty types among the eighteen 
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 norms. Furthermore, when controlling for all variables in the multiple regression analysis, there 
were no independent statistical differences between part-time and full-time faculty type 
respondents. These statistically similar levels, which must be considered within the context of a 
markedly low response rate of part-time faculty when compared to full-time and high school 
faculty type respondents, existed despite findings in the literature that part-time faculty are likely 
to have higher levels of teaching primacy (Eagan, 2007) and, by some accounts, lower levels of 
teaching autonomy due to their view of secondary faculty as their primary peer reference group 
(Lee, 2002). Both of these characteristics are theorized by Braxton and Bayer (1999) to be 
associated with increased levels of norm espousal by college faculty. Furthermore, institutional 
socialization through faculty development was postulated by Bayer and Braxton (1998) to be a 
contributing factor to the appearance of the norm of restrictive access in their study of 
community college faculty—the literature-supported decreased institutional support and level of 
socialization through faculty development of part-time faculty (Eagan, 2007; Outcalt, 2002; 
Wyles, 1998) does not appear to play a role in the norm espousal of the respondent part-time 
faculty sample obtained for this study. In short, differences related to part-time and full-time 
faculty in terms of autonomy, primacy, and socialization do not play a role in norm espousal 
levels, thus not supporting prior theories relating these factors to norm espousal differences. 
However, the low response rate from part-time faculty in this sample must be considered when 
interpreting these findings. Ascertaining the espousal levels of the non-respondent part-time 
faculty could help to determine if the statistically similar espousal levels between full-time and 
part-time faculty types is a result of a volunteer bias among the small percentage of part-time 
faculty respondents in this study. 
Second, the findings of this study demonstrated that norms were generally espoused at 
higher levels by high school faculty type respondents than by full-time and part-time faculty. 
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 These findings support the CTBI-generated theories relating lower levels of autonomy and 
higher levels of teaching primacy with higher levels of espousal; literature on high school faculty 
demonstrate the group to have lower autonomy and higher teaching primacy levels as a 
professional group when compared to college faculty (Gitlin & Labaree, 1996; Hargreaves & 
Goodson, 1996; Robertson, 1996). At the same time, the findings offer complicating evidence to 
postulates related to the role of norm inculcation through institutional socialization via faculty 
development—literature on high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty suggest little 
institutional support through access to opportunities for college-sponsored faculty development 
(Andrews & Barnett, 2001; Illinois General Assembly, 2008; Krueger, 2006). Essentially, the 
high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty espoused many of the norms of community 
college teaching at higher levels than part-time and full-time community college faculty despite 
reduced access to institutional socialization processes theorized to be a key aspect of norm 
development among community college faculty (Bayer & Braxton, 1998) 
Finally, many different stakeholders have expressed concerns about the quality of 
instruction provided by part-time faculty (Jaeger & Eagan, 2009) and high school faculty when 
serving as dual credit faculty (Andrews & Barnett, 2001; Illinois General Assembly, 2008). 
While this study did not ascertain the degree to which faculty act on these espoused norms or 
gauge the perception of other important practices associated with successful college-teaching, 
this study should allay some concerns about the understanding of inappropriate college teaching 
behaviors by part-time faculty and high school faculty serving as dual credit faculty. Statistically 
speaking, there were no differences in norm espousal by part-time and full-time faculty. 
Generally, high school faculty serving as dual credit teachers were higher espousers of many of 
the college teaching norms. According to Braxton, Bayer, and Noseworthy (2004), student 
success and development were negatively impacted by faculty violations of college teaching 
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 norms. Assuming a correlation between espousal levels and practice of college teaching norms, 
students would be as or less likely to be negatively impacted by faculty violations of college 
teaching norms when being taught by part-time or high school dual credit faculty.  
However, the link between college teaching norm espousal and the quality of faculty or a 
student’s educational experience in a particular educational environment is a complicated one. 
Again, the relationship between norm espousal and practice remains unexplored (Braxton & 
Bayer, 1999), and it is also not clear to what extent more strict adherence to college teaching 
norms—which at the theoretical root of this study are client-serving behaviors of the faculty 
profession—impacts students movement toward the higher-order goals of college student 
development related to self-identity (Chickering, 1969), self-reflection (King & Kichener, 1994), 
and independent knowing (Baxter Magolda, 1992). In other words, faculty violations of norms 
may indeed negatively impact students as demonstrated in Braxton, Bayer, and Noseworthy 
(2004), but so too may overly strict adherence to faculty responsibility for student-client service, 
effectively limiting the situation of students into “triggers” of transition (Schlossberg et. al., 
1995) or into constructive moments of “crisis” (Erickson, 1968). With these concerns noted, a 
few of the higher levels of norm espousal held by dual credit faculty appear to be important. For 
example, high school faculty sanctioned behaviors against the norms of professional 
development resistance and instructional assessment narrowness at higher levels than other 
faculty type groups.  These faculty were more likely to think it is wrong to “not tap a variety of 
educational objectives,” not provide written comments on tests and papers, not relate course 
content to other courses, not require student writing on examinations, “not include pertinent 
scholarly contributions of women and minorities in the content of the course,” “avoid reading 
literature on teaching techniques or methods,” not integrate new scholarly literature into courses, 
and “avoid professional development opportunities that would enhance their teaching.” 
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 Considering these professed beliefs of high school faculty serving as dual credit teachers, as 
compared to their other faculty type group peers, their heightened espousal of these expectations 
should help to reduce criticism that these faculty are not providing “bona fide college-level 
learning experiences” (Kim, 2008) or a lessened “college course experience” (Blankenberger, 
2008). 
The additional layer of the role of dual credit in the perception of teaching norms by high 
school, part-time, and full-time faculty provided further depth to this discussion and also 
complicated the findings in some interesting ways.  In the multiple regression analysis, a great 
deal of significant findings and additional variance accounted for was associated with the high 
school faculty type (significant independent findings on seven of the inviolable norms and four 
of the admonitory norms) and also the non-dual credit primary variable (significant independent 
findings on seven of the inviolable norms and six of the admonitory norms). The high school 
faculty type variable and the non-dual credit primary variable each contributed high positive 
values in the regression equation. Therefore, one extrapolates that a high school teacher who is 
also a primarily non-dual credit teacher in his or her college teaching load would be an extremely 
high espouser of many of the normative patterns.  Additionally, one would conclude that a 
faculty member who is primarily a dual credit teacher in his or her college teaching role but not a 
high school faculty member would espouse college teaching norms at low levels. These findings 
must be understood in the context that they have been a statistical anomaly due to the relatively 
few respondents in the two outlined categories (four respondents and three respondents, 
respectively).  
The higher levels of espousal for faculty with a primary concentration of non-dual credit 
college teaching when compared to faculty whose primary teaching is done in the dual credit 
environment may be something similar to what occurs among aspirants to the faculty profession, 
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 as documented in the high espousal levels of entering graduate assistants in studies performed by 
Braxton, Lambert, and Clark (1995), BrckaLorenz (2008), and Helland (2006). In essence, those 
who pursue college teaching outside of the dual credit setting are espousing at higher levels due 
to an aspirational effect similar to graduate teaching assistants aiming to faculty roles. This is in 
contrast to the high school teacher who is teaching college courses primarily in the dual credit 
environment and is not necessarily pursuing college-level teaching as a professional role but has 
instead become a de facto college faculty member through a dual credit agreement arranged 
between his or her secondary school and the partner community college institution. 
Academic discipline and norm espousal. The third research question of this study 
asked: Are any of the norms similar across academic disciplines in the community college? Do 
any of the norms vary in their levels of espousal according to academic discipline affiliation? 
 The inviolable norms ascertained from this sample were stable across the academic 
discipline classifications of hard, soft, trades, and unreported academic disciplines; no 
statistically significant differences in level of espousal existed. However, the admonitory norms 
ascertained from this sample were differentiated across academic discipline. Faculty in hard 
disciplines espoused the norms of professional development resistance and student attendance 
ignorance at lesser levels than faculty in soft and trades disciplines. Faculty in hard disciplines 
espoused the norm of inadequate course design at a statistically significant lower level than 
faculty in soft disciplines; conversely, faculty in hard disciplines carried greater espousal levels 
for the norm related to class-time reduction when compared to faculty in soft disciplines. Trades 
faculty espoused the norm of minimal preparation at statistically significant higher levels than 
faculty in hard and soft disciplines.  
After controlling for all variables in the multiple regression equations, the trend of lower 
espousal levels for faculty in hard disciplines when compared to faculty in the trades academic 
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 disciplines remained, with significant findings on the admonitory norms of teaching and 
colleague secrecy, professional development resistance, and colleague misconduct non-reporting. 
Faculty in soft disciplines likewise espoused at lower levels than trades faculty, notably in the 
statistically significant findings on the inviolable norm of personal disregard and the admonitory 
norms of teaching and colleague secrecy and colleague misconduct non-reporting. 
The findings related to academic discipline found in this research study are noteworthy 
for a couple of reasons. Past studies employing the CTBI instrument have identified faculty in 
hard disciplines generally espouse norms at higher levels; the theory forwarded by Braxton and 
Bayer (1999) supporting this trend was that faculty in high consensus/highly paradigmatic fields 
(hard disciplines) espouse teaching norms at higher levels than faculty in low consensus/low 
paradigmatic fields (soft disciplines), explained in part by Lodahl and Gordon (1972) in their 
reporting of the relationship between paradigmatic development within a field and level of 
professional autonomy. The findings of this study do not support the past trends of higher 
espousal levels for faculty in hard disciplines. Instead, faculty in hard disciplines generally 
espoused norms at lower levels than the heretofore unstudied trades faculty and, on some norms, 
less than faculty in soft disciplines. Interpreting this finding related to a reversing of the trend 
concerning hard and soft faculty proves to be difficult to ground in literature on community 
college faculty. One potential explanation is that the lessened role of research for community 
college faculty, which in the hard disciplines is exhibited by adherence to the norm of 
communalism within the scientific community (Merton, 1973), creates two separate normative 
structures for the groups of hard discipline faculty working in institutions with and without 
research expectations. This generalization could help to specifically explain the lessened sanction 
levels related to norms associated to conduct with colleagues. 
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 While the findings of this study did not support the theory relating high paradigmatic 
disciplines to higher espousal levels on college teaching norms, the findings did support what the 
literature suggested would be the findings for faculty working in the trades disciplines. Trades 
faculty, working in the CTE mission of the community college, have been shown in previous 
studies concerning community college faculty to view their peers as high school faculty rather 
than university faculty (Lee 2002) and to differ in their pedagogical practices from community 
college faculty working in the transfer mission (Palmer, 2002). Applying theories relating to 
teaching autonomy and teaching primacy from past CTBI studies, and considering trades faculty 
affiliation with high school teachers as peers, would lead to an expectation that trades faculty 
would espouse college teaching norms at higher levels. The findings of this study support this 
explanation rooted in the literature and support the norm espousal theories from past CTBI 
literature.  
Individual faculty characteristics and norm espousal. The fourth research question of 
this study asked: Do individual faculty characteristics—race/ethnicity, gender, administrative 
experience, highest degree earned, subject area focus of graduate school work, years of 
experience teaching in different contexts, level of autonomy, or faculty development 
participation—affect levels of espousal on norms above and beyond the effects of faculty type 
and academic discipline? 
The individual faculty characteristics of focus of highest degree, level of highest degree, 
and faculty development participation were not associated with any statistically significant 
differences in the espousal level of inviolable norms. Differences did exist in level of espousal on 
inviolable norms associated with gender, administrative experience, curricular autonomy, and 
years taught in different teaching contexts. Most of these differences became statistically 
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 nonsignificant in the regression equations, with the exception of gender, university years taught, 
and low curricular autonomy.  
The individual faculty characteristics of autonomy and conference-based faculty 
development participation were not associated with statistically significant differences in 
espousal levels on any of the admonitory norms. Differences did exist in level of espousal on one 
or more of the admonitory norms when analyzing gender, focus of highest degree, administrative 
experience, teaching experience in different contexts, and institution-based faculty development 
participation. Most of these differences became statistically nonsignificant, with the exception 
of: holding a master’s degree as highest degree (as compared to bachelor’s degree or less), low 
curricular autonomy (as compared to middle-level curricular autonomy), gender, doctoral degree 
achievement (as compared to bachelor’s degree or less), years teaching high school and years 
teaching community college, and institution-based development participation.  
Within the various statistically significant differences in espousal levels found to be 
associated with individual faculty characteristics, there are a few noteworthy findings that merit 
discussion. Before expanding on these issues further, it should first be explained that individual 
faculty characteristics, as the research question asks, do indeed affect levels of espousal on 
norms in addition to the effects of faculty type and academic discipline. It is, however, difficult 
to answer with much certainty which grouping of variables accounts for more of the variance in 
norm espousal. Individual faculty characteristics accounted for more additional variance 
accounted for on half of the inviolable norms and eight of the ten admonitory norms when 
compared to the additional variance accounted for by summing faculty type and academic 
discipline. However, this comparison is complicated by the variance accounted for attributed to 
individual faculty characteristics being in addition to the variance first accounted by faculty type 
and academic discipline. In other words, it is harder for individual faculty characteristics to 
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 account for variance due to faculty type and academic discipline variables first entered into the 
regression equation. In short, individual faculty characteristics, faculty type, and academic 
discipline all play a role in norm espousal but there is no definitive evidence as to what set of 
variables is more predictive of espousal of college teaching norms by community college faculty. 
One of the notable findings emerging from the analysis of individual faculty 
characteristics relates to teaching autonomy. Past studies employing the CTBI instrument 
supported the theory that autonomy plays a key role in the espousal levels of college teaching 
norms by faculty. As discussed previously, the findings of this study pertaining to higher levels 
of espousal by high school faculty can be in part explained through documented literature on 
high school faculty as a less autonomous professional group than faculty who teach within higher 
education settings. When importing an instrument designed to measure teaching autonomy, a 
modification of the Teaching Autonomy Scale (Pearson & Hall, 1993), the results showed that 
lower levels of autonomy did exert an independent influence, when compared to middle level 
autonomy faculty, on one inviolable and three admonitory norms. In essence, autonomy, on its 
own, may not be as key of a variable in norm espousal as asserted by Braxton and Bayer (1999) 
since low levels of autonomy is really only associated with higher levels of norm espousal on a 
small set of the whole of college teaching norms. 
Another noteworthy finding is that the level of highest degree earned is an important 
variable in the espousal level of admonitory norms; however, whether the focus of the degree is 
education-related or a subject area focus had no statistically significant independent influence on 
any of the inviolable or admonitory norms. These findings provide additional material for 
understanding the role of graduate school socialization in the adoption of normative orientations 
by faculty discussed in Braxton, Bayer, and Lambert (1995). In general, and after controlling for 
all variables in the regression equations, faculty with master’s degree as highest degree earned 
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 espoused admonitory norms at lesser levels than faculty with a bachelor’s degree (or less) or a 
doctoral degree. It is difficult to explain why this variable played such a sizeable independent 
role in the espousal of admonitory norms. After a review of literature on some of the differences 
between the socialization experiences between undergraduate and different levels of graduate 
education, it is difficult to forward any explanation for this finding. The lower levels of espousal 
for faculty with master’s degree when compared to bachelor’s degree faculty may also be 
something similar to what occurs among aspirants to the faculty profession, as documented in the 
high espousal levels of entering graduate assistants in studies performed by Braxton, Lambert, 
and Clark (1995), BrckaLorenz (2008), and Helland (2006). Regarding the focus of highest 
degree earned, the lack of statistically significant differences in espousal levels between faculty 
with a subject area-focus and education-focus indicates that the focus of study plays less of a role 
in norm inculcation during the graduate school socialization process than the extent of education 
pursued. 
Finally, the role of institutional socialization was discussed in previous studies on college 
teaching norms. Braxton and Bayer (1999) explained how different institutional contexts have 
their own expectations in regards to faculty autonomy, the primacy of the role of teaching, and 
the population of students to be served by faculty. The institutional socialization explanations 
related to faculty norm espousal were most cogently presented by Bayer and Braxton’s (1998) 
study focusing on community college faculty. Their findings demonstrated a unique inviolable 
norm held by community college faculty—restrictive access. Specifically, community college 
faculty reported strong negative sanctions should result when faculty do not make themselves 
accessible to students. This finding was congruent with literature on the development of 
community college faculty professional identity over the past thirty years. Community colleges 
have made an effort to develop this characteristic among its faculty to address the challenges 
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 associated with teaching the wide range of students served by the open access mission of the 
community college (Murray, 2002). This institutional socialization focus has been in response to 
the recognition that this commitment is one not taught in the primary graduate school route of 
faculty socialization. In other words, community college faculty, according to Bayer and 
Braxton, espouse unique behaviors because of their socialization within the community college 
institution.  
While the unique institutional context of community colleges may contribute to a 
socialization experience of faculty toward unique normative orientations, the results of this study 
question the relationship of norm espousal associated with years spent working in the community 
college context and participation in faculty development experiences, whether they be 
institution-based or conference-based. These variables showed very little independent association 
with espousal in the multiple regression equations, with the only significant findings being: a 
negative relationship with years teaching experience in the community college setting and 
espousal on the admonitory norm of professional development resistance, a positive relationship 
between conference-based development participation and inattentive planning espousal, and a 
positive relationship with institution-based development participation and espousal of class-time 
reduction.  When not controlling for other variables in the regression equation, both years 
teaching in the community college environment and professional development participation in 
institution-based and conference-based development experiences were negatively associated with 
espousal levels on numerous norms.   
In other words, community college faculty espouse many norms at lower levels as they 
become further socialized into the institution and also become more resistant to professional 
development the more professional development they participate in within the community 
college setting. The findings of this study challenge both the role of formal community college 
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 faculty development experiences in strengthening college teaching norms among faculty and the 
notion that the institutional structure and mission of the community college helps to create an 
environment which develops a unique normative orientation specific to the needs of the students 
served by this sector of higher education. 
Recommendations 
 The major findings of this research study support recommendations for future research 
and practice. Recommendations for future research address some of the shortcomings of this 
study or serve as a call to better understand some of the findings through empirical research. 
Recommendations for institutional practice include some of the ways the findings related to 
differences in norm espousal levels can be used by community colleges to foster faculty 
professional growth in the area of college teaching norm espousal. 
 Recommendations for future research. The following recommendations for future 
research on the college teaching norms of community college faculty are made: 
Address sampling limitations of current study. The data collection of this study resulted 
in a sample with an overrepresentation of female faculty and an underrepresentation of part-time 
(non-dual credit) faculty as compared to the population’s demographics. Furthermore, the 
sampling frame limited data collection to only faculty who teach at NACEP member schools in 
the state of Illinois, a state with a special dual credit policy. Future studies should seek to design 
data collection procedures to ascertain a sample more aligned with demographic representations 
of the community college faculty group as a whole and to allow for comparison of faculty 
teaching in less regulated dual credit environments—in non-NACEP institutions and/or in states 
without specialized dual credit policies. Furthermore, future studies should aim to ascertain a 
larger sample of dual credit faculty in order to provide greater statistical strength to findings 
related to the role of dual credit in community college faculty teaching norm espousal. Special 
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 emphasis should be paid to collecting data to further study the high espousal of the small number 
of non-primary dual credit high school teachers and the low espousal of the small number of  
primary dual credit part-time faculty respondents in this study. In specific regards to the low 
response rate of part-time community college faculty, future studies should not only include part-
time faculty, but also should plan a follow-up data collection to initial non-respondents to check 
on potential response bias between responders and non-responders that may contribute to the 
statistically similar espousal levels found in this study. 
Further explore the spectrum of community college faculty. The sample used in this 
study, though more inclusive of the diversity of the community college faculty professoriate than 
the only previous study of community college faculty by Bayer and Braxton (1998), still fails to 
capture the full spectrum of the professional group. Notably, developmental education faculty 
and non-credit faculty, two entire missions of the community college sector (Dougherty & 
Townsend, 2006), are not included in this study. Future studies on college teaching norms of 
community college faculty should seek to understand the norms and level of norm espousal of 
these groups, due to their critical role in serving the students who attend community colleges. 
Focus inquiry on relationship between espousal and practice of normative behaviors. 
As noted by Braxton and Bayer (1999), a body of literature including Merton (1976), Gibbs 
(1981), and Zuckerman (1988), demonstrates that a disconnect exists between espoused and 
actual behavior. Babb (2012) found that community college faculty espoused that essential 
knowledge for their profession included the ability to establish meaningful relationships with 
students, but analysis of faculty practices showed their knowledge of students was quite thin. 
Future studies on the college teaching norms of community college faculty would benefit from a 
qualitative exploration of the enacted normative behaviors of faculty as compared to the 
espoused normative behaviors ascertained in this study. Additionally, a focus of this line of 
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 research could compare the degree to which differences in practiced behaviors relate to 
differences in espoused behaviors based on the variables of faculty type, academic discipline, 
and individual faculty characteristics explored in this study. 
Investigate findings related to norm espousal levels among faculty teaching in hard 
and trades disciplines. The lower espousal levels on several norms by community college 
faculty within the hard discipline classification is an anomaly in the line of research on the study 
of college teaching norms; the increased levels of espousal on normative patterns of behavior by 
faculty teaching within the trades disciplines is a finding about a heretofore unstudied faculty 
population in the line of college teaching norms research. Future research should test these 
findings in a wider sample of community college faculty and follow-up with qualitative inquiries 
focusing on: (a) why differences in norm espousal exist between faculty within hard disciplines 
who teach at community colleges as compared to other institutions of higher education and (b) 
what factors lead to a general increase of espousal levels by faculty teaching within the trades 
disciplines. 
Update the CTBI instrument. Continued inquiry into the college teaching norms of 
community college faculty would benefit from an update to the CTBI instrument. The CTBI was 
developed in the early 1990s, largely before two significant developments influencing the work 
of contemporary faculty—the ubiquitous incorporation of the internet and online resources into 
higher education and increased pressure from outside agencies for institutions to assess student 
learning outcomes. The current instrument does not contain items to ascertain faculty norm 
espousal related to these issues now integral to college teaching and to faculty performance 
expectations. 
Seek deeper understanding of community college institutional socialization and faculty 
adaptations to institutional culture. The findings of this study demonstrate a general association 
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 between increased teaching experience, in high school and community college contexts, and 
decreased levels of espousal for some of the college teaching norms. Similarly, participation in 
institution-based faculty development is associated with decreased levels of norm espousal on 
several norms also. It is well-documented that there is no clear career path along which to 
become socialized into the role of a community college faculty member (Twombly, 2004; 2005), 
and this study demonstrates that time in the community college institutional environment and 
formal development practices do not contribute to increased espousal to the community college 
teaching norms. Future studies should seek to understand the environmental factors contributing 
to these trends.  
One potentially fruitful framework from which to investigate this to would be to explore 
the college teaching norms of community college faculty through use of Merton’s (1957) 
typology of modes of individual adaptation to cultural expectations.  While this study 
demonstrates norms are generally more highly espoused by the spectrum of community college 
faculty than by any other groups previously researched, those individuals most socialized into the 
community college institution culture seemingly react in ways indicative of Merton’s theorized 
individual adaptations of culture’s experiencing anomie: lessened social conformity and apparent 
practices of ritualization as documented by Babb (2012). 
 Recommendations for practice. The following recommendations regarding institutional 
practices related to the college teaching norms of community college faculty are made: 
Examine balance of dual credit and non-dual credit teaching in faculty load. Findings 
related to faculty type have particular bearing for institutional practices related to the selection of 
faculty for dual credit instruction. First, with all other variables controlled, faculty whose 
primary college teaching exists in the dual credit environment are likely to espouse college 
teaching norms at lower levels than faculty who primarily teach non-dual credit courses. In other 
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 words,  community college faculty with dual credit as their primary college teaching role are 
likely to have lower espousal levels than faculty of similar type. With this finding in mind, it is 
important to understand that the amount of espousal associated with  high school faculty type on 
college teaching norms in the regression equations  is quite similar to the amount of espousal 
associated with  primarily teaching college courses in the non-dual credit college environment; 
arguably high school teachers primarily working in the dual credit environment may espouse 
college teaching norms at very similar levels when compared to campus-based non-dual credit 
faculty. Ultimately, these findings suggest that colleges should be aware of the potential for 
particularly high espousing faculty on several of the college teaching norms by high school 
teachers who teach more college courses in the non-dual credit setting than in  the dual credit 
environment; similarly colleges should be aware for the potential for particularly low espousing 
faculty on several of the college teaching norms by part-time faculty who primarily teach their 
college courses in the dual credit environment 
Contextualize degree type and level in faculty selection for dual credit instruction. 
Faculty with master’s degrees as their highest degree earned generally espouse admonitory 
norms at lower levels than faculty with doctoral degrees or bachelor’s degrees or less. 
Additionally, focus of highest degree earned has no statistically significant relationship to any 
differences in level of norm espousal on any of the inviolable or admonitory norms. Institutions, 
while adhering to minimum expectations set by accreditation agencies related to faculty 
qualifications, should have little concern related to faculty norm espousal for instructors with 
bachelor’s degrees or an education-focused background as compared to a subject area-focused 
background.  
Address student privacy rights policy ambiguities. Institutions should address the lower 
espousal levels of high school faculty pertaining to the inviolable norm of student privacy 
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 disclosure as potentially indicative of a different perception of the student’s record and his/her 
rights pertaining to his/her educational record. Dual credit faculty work in an ambiguous 
environment pertaining to student records privacy. While dual credit involves granting of high 
school credit, it also is enrollment in postsecondary education, and federal guidelines pertaining 
to student records and student privacy shifts responsibility from the parent to the student upon 
enrollment in postsecondary education (Toglia, 2007). Institutions should clearly provide 
information regarding this shift in the treatment of student records that occurs in the dual credit 
environment. Avenues to provide this information should not only be limited to training for high 
school dual credit faculty but should be comprehensive in order to support faculty 
implementation of this policy. For example, faculty training should be augmented by the 
inclusion of this policy in the dissemination of information pieces pertaining to dual credit 
programs aimed at student and parent audiences and in formal agreements between secondary 
and postsecondary institutions. 
Anticipate challenges to collaboration and development. Colleges should anticipate a 
few issues in fostering intra-institutional and/or secondary-postsecondary collaboration and 
engagement in faculty development.  
Espousal of normative patterns related to relationships with colleagues and professional 
development indicate a greater normative alignment with these expectations for faculty within 
trades disciplines than faculty in hard or soft disciplines and for faculty with less years of 
experience. These findings are useful in designing processes within particular disciplines for 
cross-faculty type collaboration efforts (e.g. part-time faculty orientation and support), for 
institutions looking to incorporate interdisciplinary courses or to form learning communities with 
linked cross-curricular coursework, and for dual credit programs where there are calls for 
increased secondary-postsecondary faculty collaboration to enhance dual credit quality (Illinois 
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 General Assembly, 2008) and to adhere to efforts to address state-mandated dual credit 
guidelines or NACEP standards.  
When focusing on specific areas of needed collaboration in dual credit quality, high 
school faculty with more years of experience in the high school context espouse the norm 
pertaining to low standards at lower levels. Therefore, particular attention and collaboration 
efforts should be paid to communicating and norming college grading standards to veteran high 
school teachers involved with dual credit instruction. 
Examine current faculty development practices. Community colleges should examine 
the policies, procedures, and programs on their campuses that relate to the development and 
maintenance of normative expectations for community college instruction among the full range 
of community college faculty. The findings of this study present a vexing problem. Despite a 
myriad of pathways to the profession, a set of college teaching norms exists with differences in 
espousal levels based on faculty type, academic discipline, and various individual faculty 
characteristics among the community college professoriate; however, the level of espousal on 
many of the norms of the profession generally decreases when accounting for years of teaching 
experience and with increased frequency in participation in faculty development experiences. In 
regards to the transmission of college teaching norms, current institutional structures of 
community colleges and contemporary constructions of faculty development experiences appear 
related to a lessening of norm espousal among faculty on several of the inviolable and 
admonitory norms held by faculty as proscriptive behaviors central to the performance of their 
professional work. 
Conclusion 
This study ascertained a set of inviolable and admonitory teaching norms across the full 
spectrum of community college faculty. This set of norms documents a set of espoused self-
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 sanctioning mechanisms that help to ensure the provision of ethical service to community college 
students by the professional faculty who teach them. By including new and heretofore unstudied 
groups (namely part-time faculty, CTE faculty, and dual credit faculty), the result was a general 
upward shift in the espousal of many behaviors and the emergence of many reconfigured 
normative patterns when compared to previous CTBI studies and the emergence of a clearly new 
norm—the inviolable norm of student privacy disclosure. Many of the norms ascertained in this 
study varied in their level of espousal depending upon variables related to faculty type, academic 
discipline, and several individual faculty characteristics. 
 The differences based on these variables in some cases supported and in other cases 
challenged past theories pertaining to norm espousal. The inverse relationship of level of 
autonomy and level of espousal forwarded by Braxton and Bayer (1999) is supported by findings 
of increased espousal levels for high school teachers and CTE faculty who each historically have 
lower levels of autonomy than college faculty and who see high school teachers as a peer 
reference group over university faculty, respectively. Also, lower levels of curricular autonomy 
in this study demonstrated a relationship to increased levels of espousal on select norms. 
Furthermore, faculty with higher levels of teaching primacy (such as high school teachers) also 
espoused norms at higher levels. Despite these supportive findings, the theories related to 
autonomy and primacy are complicated by statistically similar levels of espousal for full-time 
faculty and part-time faculty, though literature on these groups points to potential differences in 
levels of both autonomy and primacy.  
In addition to teaching primacy and autonomy, the findings of this study tested the 
theories related to academic discipline membership, graduate school socialization, and 
institutional socialization forwarded to explain the espousal of college teaching norms by faculty.  
In regards to academic discipline membership, prior CTBI studies demonstrated high 
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 paradigmatic fields espouse norms at higher levels. This assertion is complicated by this study by 
both findings that show hard faculty espousing some admonitory norms at lower levels than 
faculty from other academic disciplines and by findings of high espousal on several norms by 
trades faculty—a group of faculty unique and not studied in previous CTBI efforts. Academic 
discipline membership is integrally related to socialization within one’s discipline. The findings 
of this study call into question the role of graduate school socialization and institutional 
socialization in college teaching norm provision and maintenance. Faculty in this study, namely 
high school faculty type and those with bachelor’s degrees or less, demonstrate heightened 
sanction levels on college teaching norms similar to the effect of increased espousal by aspirants 
to the faculty profession documented in BrckaLorenz (2008), Braxton, Lambert, & Clark (1995), 
and Helland (2006). This effect however is mitigated by institutional socialization within the 
community college setting—where years of teaching experience and increased levels of 
participation in faculty development are associated with decreased levels of espousal on several 
different college teaching norms.  
Beyond the contribution to theories mentioned above, the findings result in a set of 
compelling considerations for future research on the college teaching norms of community 
college faculty and for incorporation into the practices of the community college faculty 
profession. The recommendations for future research and practice provide specific areas of 
measured focus and can be fruitful in understanding and working with members of the 
community college faculty profession; however, collectively they present a complex problem to 
be addressed by community colleges and by research on the role of college teaching norms 
within higher education. Traditional routes of socialization within the community college faculty 
profession—institutional faculty development, subject-area graduate school education, and years 
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 of experience within the community college setting—are practices that are in many cases 
associated with a weakening of norm espousal levels. 
With these forces in mind, it is interesting to conclude by returning to where this 
exploration began—whether the norms found to be relatively consistent across higher education 
(Braxton & Bayer, 1999) remain so after reflecting the fundamental changes occurring in the 
college teaching occupation. The differentiation of faculty within higher education takes unique 
forms at community colleges with faculty teaching across distinct vocational and transfer 
missions, part-time faculty outnumbering full-time tenure positions, and even high school 
teachers serving as dual credit faculty on high school campuses. Given the reconfiguration of the 
faculty profession, it is worthwhile to explore whether or not there are “prevailing structures . . . 
to transmit effective norms to guide interaction,” or if faculty professionals exist in a state of 
what Durkheim has termed “anomie.”  
The restructuring of faculty within higher education noted by Hermanowicz (2011b), and 
at community colleges specifically, does not itself appear to contribute to a breakdown of 
normative expectations regarding the professional role of teaching among the varied groups of 
faculty teaching students in the contemporary community college. Instead, among these groups, 
it is the faculty with the most exposure to the community college social structure who tend to 
espouse college teaching norms at lower and lower levels. Beyond the well-documented and 
evolving differentiated social structures of the community college faculty is a larger institutional 
social structure that appears to be in more of a state of cultural chaos than that existing within the 
faculty itself.  It is the wider community college institutional social structure that is perhaps most 
emblematic of a culture experiencing anomie, as it continually grasps to coordinate goals of 
multiple missions and to increase completion rates through the decreasing means of state funding 
and perpetually underprepared students. Teaching norms of community college faculty, given the 
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 challenges of the wider institutional culture in which the faculty who hold them operate, appear 
to be a surprisingly resilient set of espoused behavioral expectations despite many and great 
challenging forces to the missions they help to ensure and support. 
  
175 
 
 References 
 
Abbot, A. (1983). Professional ethics. American Journal of Sociology, 88, 855-885. 
 
American Federation of Teachers (2011). Academic staffing crisis. Retrieved from 
http://www.aft.org/issues/highered/acadstaffing.cfm 
 
Andrews, H. (2001). The dual credit explosion at Illinois’ community colleges. Community 
College Journal, 71(3), 12-16. 
 
Andrews, H., & Barnett, E. (2001). Dual credit/enrollment in Illinois: A status report. 
Champaign, IL: Office of Community College Research and Leadership. 
 
Austin, A. E. (2002). Preparing the next generation of faculty: Graduate school as socialization 
to the academic career. The Journal of Higher Education, 73(1), 94-122. 
 
Babb, M. (2012). Considering practitioner influence on student success: Exploring community 
college faculty funds of knowledge (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of 
Illinois, Urbana, IL. 
 
Bailey, T. R., Hughes, K. L., & Karp, M. M. (2003). Dual enrollment program: Easing 
transitions from high school to college. Community College Research Center Brief, No. 
17. New York: Teachers College, Columbia University. Retrieved from 
http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publication.asp?UID=86. 
 
Baldridge, J. V., Curtis, D. V., Ecker, G., and Riley, G. L. (1978). Policy making and effective 
leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Baxter Magolda, M. (1992). Knowing and reasoning in college: Gender-related patterns in 
students’ intellectual development. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Bayer, A. E., & Braxton, J. M. (1998). The normative structure of community college teaching: 
A marker of professionalism. The Journal of Higher Education, 69(2), 187-205. 
 
Bean, J. P., & B. S., Metzner. (1985). A conceptual model of nontraditional undergraduate 
student attrition. Review of Educational Research, 55(4), 485-540. 
Berlant, J. L. (1975). Profession and monopoly. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
Biglan, A. (1973). The characteristics of subject matter in different academic areas. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 57(3), 195-203. 
 
Birnbaum, R. (1988). How colleges work: The cybernetics of academic organizations and 
leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Blackburn, R. T., & Lawrence, J. H. (1995). Faculty at work: Motivation, expectation, 
satisfaction. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins. 
176 
 
 Blankenberger, B. (2008). Summary of literature related to benefits and concerns about dual 
credit/enrollment. Memorandum to members of the dual credit task force, Illinois Board 
of Higher Education, Springfield, IL. 
Bragg D. D., Kim, E., & Rubin, M. B. (2005, November). Academic pathways to college: 
Policies and practices of the 50 states to reach underserved students. Paper presented at 
the annual meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Philadelphia, 
PA. Retrieved from http: http://www.apass.uiuc.edu/publications/.pdf 
 
Braxton, J. M. (2006). Faculty professional choices in teaching that foster student success. 
Washington, DC: National Postsecondary Education Cooperative. 
 
Braxton, J. M. (2010). Norms and the work of colleges and universities: Introduction to the 
special issue—Norms in academia. The Journal of Higher Education, 81(3), 416-429. 
 
Braxton, J. M., & Bayer, A. E. (1999). Faculty misconduct in collegiate teaching. Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins. 
 
Braxton, J. M., Bayer, A. E., and Finkelstein, M. J. (1992). Teaching performance norms in 
academia. Research in Higher Education, 33(5), 533-569. 
 
Braxton, J. M., Bayer, A. E., & Noseworthy, J. A. (2004). The influence of teaching norm 
violations on the welfare of students as clients of college teaching. In J. M. Braxton & A. 
E. Bayer (Eds.), Addressing faculty and student classroom improprieties. New Directions 
for Teaching and Learning, No. 99 (pp. 41-46). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 
Braxton, J. M., Elmers, M. T., & Bayer, A. E. (1996). The implications of teaching norms for the 
improvement of undergraduate education. The Journal of Higher Education, 67(6), 603-
625. 
 
Braxton, J. M., Lambert, L. M., & Clark, S. (1995). Anticipatory socialization of undergraduate 
college teaching norms by entering graduate teaching assistants. Research in Higher 
Education, 36(6), 671-686. 
 
Bray, N. J. (2010). The deanship and its faculty interpreters: Do Mertonian norms of science 
translate into norms for administration? The Journal of Higher Education, 81(3), 284-
316. 
 
BrckaLorenz, A. M. (2008). Doctoral students’ attitudes about collegiate teaching behaviors. 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation Abstracts. (AAT 3347201) 
 
Caboni, T. C. (2010). The normative structure of college and university fundraising behaviors. 
The Journal of Higher Education, 81(3), 339-365. 
 
Cain, T. R. (2010). The first attempts to unionize the faculty. Teachers College Record, 112(3), 
876-913. 
 
Caplow, T., & McGee, R. J. (1958). The academic marketplace. New York: Basic Books. 
177 
 
  
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (1987). A classification of institutions of 
higher education. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
 
Cataldi, E. F., Fahimi, M., Bradburn, E. M., and Zimbler, L. (2005). 2004 National Study of 
Post-Secondary Faculty Report on Faculty and Instructional Staff. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Education, 2005. 
 
Chickering, A. (1969). Education and identity. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (1996). The American community college (3rd ed.). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (2003). The American community college (4th ed.). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Coplin, B. (2005). Seven steps: Ways to reduce instructional costs and improve undergraduate 
and graduate education. In Course corrections: Experts offer solutions to the college cost 
crisis. Lumina Foundation, 20-31. Retrieved from 
http://www.collegecosts.info/pdfs/solution_papers/Collegecosts_Oct2005.pdf. 
Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
approaches. Los Angeles: Sage. 
 
Creswell, J., & Roskens, R. (1981). The Biglan studies of difference among academic areas. The 
Review of Higher Education, 4: 11-16. 
 
Dillman, D. D. (2007). Mail and internet surveys: The tailored design method (2nd ed.). 
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
 
Duffy, W. R. (2010). Persistence and performance: The relationship between dual credit and 
persistence and performance at a four-year university (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved 
from Dissertation Abstracts. (AAT 3370262) 
 
Dougherty, K. J., & Townsend, B. K. (2006). Community college missions: A theoretical and 
historical perspective. New Directions for Community Colleges, 136, 5-13. doi: 
10.1002/cc.254 
 
Durkheim, E. (1912/1995). The elementary forms of religious life. Trans. K. E. Fields. New 
York: Free Press. 
 
Durkheim, E. (1973). The evolution of morality. In R. Bellah (Ed.), Emile Durkheim: On 
morality and society (pp. 63-146). (Original work published 1893) 
 
Eagan, K. (2007). A national picture of part-time community college faculty: Changing trends in 
demographics and employment characteristics. In  R. L. Wagoner (ed.), The current 
landscape and changing perspectives of part-time faculty (pp. 5-14). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
178 
 
 Eagan, M. K., & Jaeger, A. J. (2008). Effects of exposure to part-time faculty on community 
college transfer. Research in Higher Education, 50(2), 168-188. 
 
Erikson, E. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. New York: W. W. Norton. 
 
Fleming, J. C. (2010). Faculty expectations for college presidents. The Journal of Higher 
Education, 81(3), 251-283. 
 
Fontenot, J. S. (2012). Community college faculty attitudes and concerns about student learning 
outcomes assessment (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Illinois, Urbana, 
IL. 
 
Fowler, F. J. (2002). Survey research methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Frazier, C. M. (2000). Dual enrollment: a fifty state overview. Seattle, WA: Institute for 
Educational Inquiry. 
 
George, D., & Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for Windows step by step: A simple guide and 
reference. 11.0 update (4th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Gibbs, J. P. (1981). Norms, deviance and social control: Conceptual matters. New York: 
Elsevier. 
 
Gilley, A., & Gilley, J. W. (2006). FERPA: What Do Faculty Know? What Can Universities Do?. 
College and University, 82(1), 17-26. 
 
Gitlin, A., & Labaree, D. F. (1996). Historical notes on the barriers to the professionalization of 
American teachers: The influence of markets and patriarchy. In I. F. Goodson & A. 
Hargreaves (Eds.), Teachers’ Professional Lives (pp. 88-108). Washington, D.C.: Falmer. 
Goldhaber, D., & Brewer, D. (1997). Evaluating the effect of teacher degree level on educational 
performance. In W. Fowler (Ed.), Developments in school finance, 1996 (pp. 197-210). 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 
Statistics. 
 
Goode, W. J. (1969). The theoretical limits of professionalization. In A. Etzioni, ed., The semi-
professions and their organization, 266-313. New York: Free Press. 
 
Green, M. H. (2008). Academic impropriety: Violation of normative teaching behaviors as 
identified by nursing educators (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Louisiana State 
University, Baton Rouge, LA. 
 
Hargreaves, A., & Goodson, I. (1996). Teachers’ professional lives: aspirations and actualities. 
In I. F. Goodson & A. Hargreaves (Eds.), Teachers’ professional lives (pp. 1-27). 
Washington, D.C.: Falmer. 
 
179 
 
 Helland, P. (2006). Espousal of undergraduate teaching normative patterns of first-year teaching 
assistants. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation Abstracts. (AAT 
3229928) 
 
Helland, P. A. (2010). Espousal of undergraduate teaching normative patterns of first-year 
teaching assistants. The Journal of Higher Education, 81(3), 394-415. 
 
Henderson, J., Winitzky, N., & Kauchak, D. (1996). Effective teaching in Advanced Placement 
classrooms. Journal of Classroom Interaction, 31, 29-35. 
 
Hermanowicz, J.C. (2011a). Anomie in the American academic profession. In J. C. 
Hermanowicz (Ed.), The American academic profession (pp. 216-240). Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins. 
 
Hermanowicz, J. C. (2011b). Preface. In J. C. Hermanowicz (Ed.), The American academic 
profession (pp. xii-xviii). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins. 
 
Hodum, R. L., & James, G. W. (2010). An observation of normative structures for college 
admission and recruitment officers. The Journal of Higher Education, 81(3), 317-338. 
 
Hoffman, N. (2005). Add and subtract. Boston: Jobs for the Future. 
 
Illinois Community College Board. (2009). Data and characteristics of the Illinois public 
community college system. Springfield, IL: Author. Retrieved from 
http://www.iccb.org/pdf/reports/databook2009.pdf 
 
Illinois Community College Board. (2010). Dual credit in the Illinois community college system. 
Springfield, IL: Author. Retrieved from 
http://www.iccb.state.il.us/pdf/reports/dualcreditrpt_January2010.pdf 
 
Illinois Community College Board. (2010). POS Framework. Presentation at Race to the Top 
Update, Chicago, IL. 
 
Illinois Dual Credit Quality Act, 110 ILCS 27. (2010). 
 
Illinois General Assembly, Illinois Dual Credit Task Force. (2008). Illinois Dual Credit Task 
Force Report to the General Assembly. Retrieved from 
http://www.iccb.state.il.us/pdf/career_tech/DualCreditWorkshopMaterials/IllinoisDualCr
editTaskForceReportSummary.pdf 
 
Karp, M. M., & Hughes, K. L. (2008). Supporting college transitions through collaborative 
programming: A conceptual model for guiding policy. Teachers College Record, 110(4), 
838-866. 
 
Kim, J., Kirby, C., & Bragg, D. D. (2006). Dual credit: Then and now. Champaign, IL: Office of 
Community College Research and Leadership. 
 
180 
 
 Kim, J. (2008). The impact of dual and articulated credit on college readiness and total credit 
hours in four selected community colleges: Excerpts from a doctoral dissertation 
literature review. Report to members of the dual credit task force, Illinois Board of 
Higher Education, Springfield, IL. 
King, P., & Kitchener, K. (1994). Developing reflective judgment: Understanding and promoting 
intellectual growth and critical thinking in adolescents and adults. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 
 
Klopfenstein, K. (2003). Recommendations for maintaining the quality of Advanced Placement 
programs. American Secondary Education, 32(1), 39-48. 
 
Kozeracki, C. A. (2002). Faculty attitudes about students. In C. L. Outcalt (Ed.), Community 
college faculty: Characteristics, practices, and challenges (pp. 47-56). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
Krueger, C. (2006). Dual enrollment: Policy issues confronting state policymakers. Retrieved 
from http://www.ecs.org. 
 
Jacobs, F. (1998). Using part-time faculty more effectively. In D. W. Leslie (Ed.), The growing 
use of part-time faculty (pp. 9-18). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Jaeger, A. J., & Eagan, M. K. (2009). Unintended consequences: Examining the effect of part-
time faculty members on associate’s degree completion. Community College Review, 
36(3), 167-194. 
 
Leslie, D. W., & Gappa, J. M. (2002). Part-time faculty: Competent and committed. In C. L. 
Outcalt (Ed.), Community college faculty: Characteristics, practices, and challenges (pp. 
59-68). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Lee, J. J. (2002). University reference group identification among community college faculty. In 
C. L. Outcalt (Ed.), Community college faculty: Characteristics, practices, and 
challenges (pp. 21-28). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Levin, J. S. (2007). Multiple judgments: Institutional context and part-time faculty. In  R. L. 
Wagoner (ed.), The current landscape and changing perspectives of part-time faculty (pp. 
15-20). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Lodahl, J. B., and Gordon, G. G. (1972). The structure of scientific fields and the functioning of 
university graduate departments. American Sociological Review, 37: 57-72. 
 
Menges, R. J., & Exum, W. H. (1983). Barriers to the progress of women and minority faculty. 
Journal of Higher Education, 54(2), 123-144. 
 
Merton, R. K. (1942). Science and technology in a democratic order. Journal of Legal and 
Political Sociology, 1, 115-126. 
 
181 
 
 Merton, R. K. (1957). Social theory and social structure (Rev. ed.). New York: Free Press. 
 
Merton, R. K. (1973). The sociology of science: Theoretical and empirical investigations. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Merton, R. K. (1976). The sociology of social problems. In R. K. Merton & R. Nisbet (Eds.) 
Contemporary social problems (pp. 3-43). New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 
 
Milton, O. (1982). What will be on the Final? Springfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas. 
 
Murray, J. P. (2002). The current state of faculty development in two-year colleges. In C. L. 
Outcalt (Ed.), Community college faculty: Characteristics, practices, and challenges (pp. 
89-97). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
 
Napoli, A. R., & Wortman, P. M. (1998). Psychosocial factors related to retention and early 
departure of two-year college students. Research in Higher Education, 39, 419-455.  
National Association of Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships. (2010). Retrieved from 
http://www.nacep.org. 
 
National Center for Education Statistics (2008). Community Colleges: Special Supplement to The 
2008 Condition of Education. Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov. 
 
Outcalt, C. L. (2002). Toward a professionalized community college professoriate. In C. L. 
Outcalt (Ed.), Community college faculty: Characteristics, practices, and challenges (pp. 
109-115). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Padilla, A. H. (2000). Linking up Advanced Placement teachers. The Clearing House, 74(2), 61. 
 
Palmer, J. C. (2002). Disciplinary variations in the work of full-time faculty members. In C. L. 
Outcalt (Ed.), Community college faculty: Characteristics, practices, and challenges (pp. 
9-20). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (2005). How college affects students. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 
Paulsen, M. B. (2001). The relation between research and the scholarship of teaching. In C. 
Kreber (Ed.), Scholarship revisited: Perspectives on the scholarship of teaching (pp. 19-
29). New Directions for Teaching and Learning, No. 86. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Pearson, C. L., & Hall, B. H. (1993). Initial construct validation of the teaching autonomy scale. 
Journal of Educational Research, 86(3), 172-188. 
Rea, L. M., & Parker, R. A. (2005). Designing and conducting survey research: A 
comprehensive guide (3rd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Rainsberger, R. (2012). Don’t fear FERPA complications for dual-enrolled students. The 
Successful Registrar, 11(12), 11. 
 
182 
 
 Robertson, S. L. (1996). Teachers’ work, restructuring and postfordism: Constructing the new 
‘professionalism.’ In I. F. Goodson & A. Hargreaves (Eds.), Teachers’ professional lives 
(pp. 1-27). Washington, D.C.: Falmer. 
Rudolph, F. (1990). The American college & university: A history. Athens: University of 
Georgia Press. 
 
Ruscio, K. P. (1987). Many sectors, many professions. In Burton R. Clark (ed.), The academic 
profession (pp. 331-368). Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press. 
 
Schlossberg, N., Waters, E., & Goodman, J. (1995). Counseling adults in transition (2nd ed.). 
New York: Springer. 
 
Schuster, J. H., & Finkelstein, M. J. (2006). The American faculty: The restructuring of 
academic work and careers. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins. 
 
Stevens, J. (1996). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Talbert, J. E., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1996). Teacher professionalism in local school contexts. In 
I. F. Goodson & A. Hargreaves (Eds.), Teachers’ professional lives (pp. 127-151). 
Washington, D.C.: Falmer. 
Thelin, J. (2004). A history of American higher education. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins. 
 
Thelin, J. (2011). All that glittered was not gold: Rethinking American higher education’s golden 
age, 1945-1970. In J. C. Hermanowicz (Ed.), The American academic profession (pp. 
332-350). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins. 
 
Toglia, T. V. (2007). How does FERPA affect you? Tech Directions 67(2), 32-35. 
 
Twombly, S. B. (2004). Looking for signs of community college arts and sciences faculty 
professionalization in searches: An alternative approach to a vexing question. In B. 
Townsend and D. Bragg (Eds.), ASHE reader on community colleges (3rd ed.) (pp. 325-
335). Boston: Pearson. 
Twombly, S. B. (2005). Values, policies, and practices affecting the hiring process for full-time 
arts and sciences faculty in community colleges. Journal of Higher Education, 76 (4), 
423-447. Retrieved October 26, 2007, from WilsonWeb database. 
Veysey, L. R. (1965). The emergence of the university. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Waits, T., Setzer, J. C., & Lewis, L. (2005). Dual credit and exam-based courses in U. S. public 
high schools: 2002-2003. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
Weidman, J. C., Twale, D. J., & Stein, E. L. (2001). Socialization of graduate and professional 
students in higher education. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report: Vol. 28(3). 
 
183 
 
 Wilensky, H. L. (1964). The professionalization of everyone? American Journal of Sociology, 
70, 137-158. 
 
Wilson, L. (1942). The academic man: A study in the sociology of a profession. New York: 
Oxford University Press. 
 
Wilson (1979). American academics: Then and now. New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education. (2006). Accelerated learning options: 
Moving the needle on access and success: A study of state and institutional policies. 
Boulder, CO: Author. 
 
Wyles, B. A. (1998). Adjunct faculty in the community college: Realities and challenges. In D. 
W. Leslie (Ed.), The growing use of part-time faculty (pp. 89-94). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 
 
Young, K. (2007). Illinois public community college department chair role and role conflict. 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation Abstracts. (AAT 3301255) 
 
Zuckerman, H. E. (1988). The sociology of science. In N. J. Smleser (Ed.), Handbook of 
sociology (pp. 511-74). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
  
184 
 
 APPENDIX A 
TEACHING PERFORMANCE NORMS FROM BRAXTON AND BAYER (1999) 
Inviolable / 
Admonitory 
 
Norm 
 
Description 
 
Inviolable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Condescending 
negativism 
 
Proscribes the treatment of both colleagues and 
students in a condescending and demeaning way 
 
Inattentive planning 
 
A lack of attention to the planning of a course by a 
faculty member 
 
Moral turpitude 
 
Prohibits depraved, unprincipled acts by faculty 
members 
 
Particularistic grading 
 
Condemns the uneven or preferential treatment of 
students in the awarding of grades 
 
Personal disregard 
 
A disrespect for the needs and sensitivities of students 
 
Uncommunicated 
course details 
 
Denounces the failure of a faculty member to inform 
students of important particulars about a course during 
the first day of class 
 
Uncooperative cynicism 
 
Refusal to participate in departmental matters as part of 
the role of college teaching 
 
Admonitory 
 
Advisement negligence 
 
Failure of faculty to serve the advising needs of 
students 
 
Authoritarian classroom 
 
Faculty classroom demeanor reflecting a rigid and 
closed approach to course content and different points 
of view espoused by students 
 
Inadequate 
communication 
 
Failure to convey course details to students 
 
Inadequate course 
design 
 
Poor preparation for teaching a course 
 
Inconvenience 
avoidance 
 
Faculty efforts to escape inconvenience related to the 
courses they teach 
 
Instructional narrowness 
 
Narrowness in the assessment of students and in the 
use of teaching methods 
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 Appendix A (continued) 
Inviolable / 
Admonitory 
 
Norm 
 
Description 
 
Admonitory 
(continued) 
 
Insufficient syllabus 
 
Failure of faculty to provide students with an adequate 
syllabus for a course 
 
Teaching secrecy 
 
Faculty refusal to provide colleagues with information 
and materials relevant to the role of college teaching 
 
Undermining colleagues 
 
Faculty efforts to demean or belittle courses offered by 
colleagues 
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 APPENDIX B 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
From: John Braxton [mailto:john.braxton@vanderbilt.edu]  
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2010 11:40 AM 
To: Nagle, Ryen 
Subject: Re: CTBI Research 
Ryen, it was nice talking with you at the ASHE meeting. I wish you well in your research using the CTBI. 
P{ease keep me posted on the outcome.  Professor John M. Braxton 
John M. Braxton 
Editor,  Journal of College Student Development 
Associate Editor, Higher Education: A Handbook of Theory and Research 
Professor of Education 
Higher Education Leadership and Policy Program 
Department of Leadership, Policy and Organizations 
Peabody College 
Box 414 
Vanderbilt University 
Nashville, TN 37203 
(615)-322-8021 
FAX 615-343-7094 
----- Original Message -----  
From: Nagle, Ryen  
To: Braxton, John M  
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2010 8:48 AM 
Subject: CTBI Research 
Hello Dr. Braxton, 
My name is Ryen Nagle, and I’m a doctoral student in the Higher Education program at the University of 
Illinois and an administrator at Moraine Valley Community College in the southwest suburbs of Chicago. 
I’m writing to you today because I’ve read your studies on collegiate teaching behaviors and am 
interested in using the CTBI survey instrument in my dissertation research to expand upon your initial 
1998 survey of community college teachers with Alan Bayer—to include adjunct, career and technical 
education faculty, and high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty.  
My interest in these groups springs from my own experience with these faculty groups as a 
practitioner,  but I’m also interested in this project because literature on these groups demonstrates key 
differences in factors which you have postulated as integral to norm espousal: graduate school 
socialization, primacy of teaching in overall role performance, and levels of autonomy. Additionally, 
espousal levels on the norm of restrictive access demonstrated in your 1998 study may be lower 
because of differing work conditions of these groups. 
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 I’d like to know if I could have your permission to use a modified version of the CTBI instrument for this 
research. I am excited at the opportunity to use the instrument and would welcome the opportunity to 
ask a few questions of you regarding my research project if you would be willing.   
While an e-mail response would be very generous of you, I’ll also be attending the ASHE conference this 
week and would welcome the opportunity to speak with you if your schedule allows. I’ve really enjoyed 
reading your research on the teaching performance norms of higher education faculty, and I thank you 
for your time in considering my project and request.   
Sincerely, 
Ryen Nagle 
Manager, Dual Credit and Honors Program 
Department of Academic Outreach, Room B 260 
Moraine Valley Community College 
(708) 974-5643 
nagler@morainevalley.edu 
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 APPENDIX C 
COLLEGE TEACHING BEHAVIORS INVENTORY (CTBI)  
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 APPENDIX E 
INVITATION AND FOLLOW-UPS FOR STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
Invitation 
Hello faculty member, 
As a teacher, you know there are written and unwritten rules involved with leading a classroom. 
Some call these the social norms of the teaching profession.  
I invite you—whether a full-time faculty member, high school teacher serving as dual credit 
faculty, or part-time faculty member—to participate in a study designed to understand the 
behaviors that shape what it means to teach in a community college faculty role.  
My personal background includes serving as a full-time and part-time faculty member as well as 
current work with high school teachers serving as dual credit faculty. I’m excited at the 
opportunity for this research project to increase the understanding of the valuable work those 
who teach for community colleges do every day.  
 
As a token of my appreciation for your participation in the study, I will be donating a book to 
your college’s library in dedication of your college’s faculty. Also, individual participants will 
have the option to enter a drawing to win one of three $50 amazon.com gift cards. The survey 
will take less than 20 minutes to complete. 
 
To participate in this study, or to find out more about the project, please click here: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
The link will open to a voluntary consent form, and, for those who choose to participate, a highly 
regarded survey instrument in research on college faculty--the College Teaching Behaviors 
Inventory.  
 
I appreciate you sharing your professional expertise and your time by participating in this study, 
and I wish you the best in your teaching.  
Sincerely,  
 
Ryen Nagle  
Doctoral Candidate  
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign  
(708) 712-0259  
ryenjnagle@yahoo.com 
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 First Follow-Up 
Hello faculty member, 
Two weeks ago, all full-time, part-time, and dual credit faculty at your college were invited to 
participate in a research study designed to understand the social norms of community college 
teaching.  
Thank you to those who have already participated! If you have not yet participated in the study, I 
ask you to please set aside 20 minutes of your time to fill out a web survey (see link below) that 
will help add to the under-researched topic of teaching at the community college level. 
 
As a token of my appreciation for your participation in the study, a book is being donated to your 
college’s library in dedication to your college’s faculty. Also, individual participants have the 
option to enter a drawing to win one of three $50 amazon.com gift cards. 
 
To participate in this study, or to find out more about the project, please click here: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
The link will open to a voluntary consent form, and, for those who choose to participate, a highly 
regarded survey instrument in research on college faculty--the College Teaching Behaviors 
Inventory.  
 
I appreciate you sharing your professional expertise and your time by participating in this study, 
and I wish you the best in your teaching.  
Sincerely,  
 
Ryen Nagle  
Doctoral Candidate  
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign  
(708) 712-0259  
ryenjnagle@yahoo.com  
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 Final Follow-Up 
Hello faculty member, 
This is a final invitation to contribute to a research study many of your faculty colleagues have 
already participated in by filling out the College Teaching Behaviors Inventory web survey.  
Thank you to all who have taken the time to participate!  
If you have not yet participated in the study, the web survey link will remain open for two more 
weeks. Your expertise and experience as a full-time, part-time, or dual credit faculty member can 
help to shed light on the under-researched topic of teaching at the community college level. 
 
As a token of my appreciation for your participation in the study, a book is being donated to your 
college’s library in dedication to your college’s faculty. Also, individual participants have the 
option to enter a drawing to win one of three $50 amazon.com gift cards. 
 
To participate in this study, or to find out more about the project, please click here: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
The link will open to a voluntary consent form, and, for those who choose to participate, a highly 
regarded survey instrument in research on college faculty--the College Teaching Behaviors 
Inventory.  
 
I appreciate you sharing your professional expertise and your time by participating in this study, 
and I wish you the best in your teaching.  
Sincerely,  
 
Ryen Nagle  
Doctoral Candidate  
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign  
(708) 712-0259  
ryenjnagle@yahoo.com  
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 APPENDIX F 
CODING OF RESPONSES TO SUBJECT AREA TAUGHT 
 
Open-Ended Response Discipline Code 
welding Trades 
Technology Trades 
Manufacturing Trades 
Keyboarding Trades 
Ind. Tech Trades 
History, Technology Trades 
Fire Sprinkler Engineering Technology Trades 
Drafting Trades 
Dental Hygiene Trades 
CTE Trades 
Construction Management Trades 
Conputer Technology Trades 
Computers Trades 
Computerized Keyboarding Trades 
Computer Applications Trades 
Computer Applications Trades 
Collision Repair Trades 
Civil Engineering Technology Trades 
Civil Engineering Technology Trades 
Business/Technology Trades 
Business/Technology Trades 
Business/Computers Trades 
Business and Computers Trades 
Business and Computer Courses Trades 
Automotive Technology Trades 
Auto Trades 
Architecture Trades 
Theatre/Film Soft 
THEATRE Soft 
Studio Art Soft 
Speech Communication Soft 
Speech Communication Soft 
Speech Soft 
Spanish Soft 
Spanish Soft 
Spanish Soft 
Sociology Soft 
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Open-Ended Response Discipline Code 
Sociology Soft 
Sociology Soft 
social work &amp; sociology Soft 
Social Science Soft 
Soc education psych Soft 
PSYCHOLOGY Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Psychology Soft 
Music appreciation Soft 
Music Soft 
Music Soft 
Music Soft 
Music Soft 
Languages Soft 
Humanities: Music Soft 
Humanities Soft 
Humanities Soft 
Humanities Soft 
Humanities Soft 
History Soft 
History Soft 
History Soft 
History Soft 
History Soft 
Foreign Language Soft 
Englsih Soft 
Englsih Soft 
English and Literature Soft 
English  Composition Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
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Open-Ended Response Discipline Code 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
English Soft 
Composition Soft 
Composition Soft 
Communications Soft 
Communication Studies Soft 
College Composition Soft 
Reading Soft 
Radiology Soft 
physical education Soft 
Nursing/Health Soft 
Nursing assistants Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nursing Soft 
Nurse Assisting Soft 
Medical Terminology, Nursing Soft 
Library Skills Soft 
Library / information literacy Soft 
Healthcare related Soft 
Health Professions Veterinary Technology Soft 
Health Professions Soft 
Health Professions Soft 
health professions Soft 
Health Occupations/Certified Nursing Asst Soft 
Health Occupations - Nurse aide course Soft 
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Open-Ended Response Discipline Code 
Health Career Topics Soft 
Fire Science Soft 
Family and Consumer Sciences Soft 
Family &amp; Consumer Sciences Soft 
ESL Composition/Rhetoric Soft 
ESL Soft 
Education Soft 
Economics Soft 
Economics Soft 
digital media Soft 
dev. ed. Soft 
Desktop Publishing/Graphic Design Soft 
Criminology Soft 
Business English Soft 
Business Education Soft 
Business Soft 
Business Soft 
Business Soft 
Business Soft 
Business Soft 
Business Soft 
Allied Health Soft 
allied health Soft 
allied health Soft 
Accounting/Business Soft 
Accounting and Intro to Business Soft 
Science Hard 
Physics Hard 
Physics Hard 
Mathematics,Physics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
Mathematics Hard 
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Open-Ended Response Discipline Code 
Mathematics Hard 
Math Education curriculum and instruction Hard 
Math Hard 
Math Hard 
Geography Hard 
General Biology Hard 
Earth Science (geology and meteorology) Hard 
Chemistry and Geology Hard 
Chemistry &amp; Forensics Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Chemistry Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Biology Hard 
Astronomy Hard 
Nutrition Hard 
Kinesiology Hard 
Kinesiology Hard 
Horticulture Hard 
Horticulture Hard 
Computer forensics Hard 
Agriculture Hard 
Agriculture Hard 
Agriculture Hard 
NOTE: 51 responses were blank and coded as No Report in statistical analyses. 
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 APPENDIX G 
CODING OF RESPONSES TO DEGREE FOCUS 
 
Open-Ended Response Degree Focus Code 
Accounting Subject Area  
Accounting/Business Subject Area  
Ag Business Economics Subject Area  
Agricultural Economics Subject Area  
allied health Subject Area  
allied health Subject Area  
American Literature Subject Area  
Animal Science/ Physiology Subject Area  
Architecture Subject Area  
art Subject Area  
Astrophysics Subject Area  
Biochemistry Subject Area  
Biological Sciences Subject Area  
biology Subject Area  
Biology Subject Area  
Biology Subject Area  
Biology Subject Area  
Biology Subject Area  
business Subject Area  
Business Subject Area  
Business Subject Area  
Business Subject Area  
Business - Finance Subject Area  
Business - Leadership Development Subject Area  
Business Administration Subject Area  
Business Administration/Information Systems Subject Area  
Career and Organizational Studies Subject Area  
chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry Subject Area  
Chemistry (and finishing up another masters in Forensics) Subject Area  
Clinical Psychology Subject Area  
Collision Repair Subject Area  
233 
 
  
Open-Ended Response Degree Focus Code 
Communications Subject Area  
Computer Science Subject Area  
Counseling Subject Area  
Criminology Subject Area  
Economics Subject Area  
Economics Subject Area  
Engineering Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Subject Area  
English Lit. Subject Area  
English, writing and children's literature Subject Area  
English/Library and Information Science Subject Area  
Family and Consumer Science Subject Area  
Family and Consumer Sciences Subject Area  
Fire Science Subject Area  
Foreign Language Subject Area  
Geochemistry Subject Area  
Geography Subject Area  
Geology Subject Area  
Geology Subject Area  
Graphic Design/Illustration Subject Area  
Health Arts Subject Area  
Health Professions Veterinary Technology Subject Area  
History Subject Area  
History Subject Area  
History Subject Area  
History Subject Area  
History/anthropology Subject Area  
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Open-Ended Response Degree Focus Code 
Horticulture Subject Area  
Human Biology/Biological Anthropology Subject Area  
Human Development and social work Subject Area  
Human Resources Subject Area  
Industrial Technology Subject Area  
Information science Subject Area  
Information Tech Subject Area  
Information Technology Subject Area  
Journalism Subject Area  
Kinesiology Subject Area  
Kinesiology Subject Area  
Library &amp; Informatio nScience Subject Area  
Library Science Subject Area  
Literature Subject Area  
Literature Subject Area  
Literature Subject Area  
Math Subject Area  
Math Subject Area  
mathematics Subject Area  
mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics Subject Area  
Mathematics and CIM Technology Subject Area  
Music Subject Area  
Music Subject Area  
Music History Subject Area  
music performance Subject Area  
Musicology Subject Area  
N/A Subject Area  
natural science Subject Area  
nursing Subject Area  
nursing Subject Area  
nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
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Open-Ended Response Degree Focus Code 
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing Subject Area  
Nursing - BSN; though currently working on MSN Subject Area  
nutrition Subject Area  
Nutrition Subject Area  
Nutritional science Subject Area  
Organic Chemistry Subject Area  
Physics Subject Area  
Physics Subject Area  
Physics Subject Area  
physiology Subject Area  
Political Science Subject Area  
psychology Subject Area  
Psychology Subject Area  
Psychology Subject Area  
Psychology Subject Area  
Psychology Subject Area  
Psychology Subject Area  
Psychology Subject Area  
Rhetoric &amp; Composition Subject Area  
science Subject Area  
Science Subject Area  
Science Subject Area  
Secretarial Science Subject Area  
social &amp; behavioral sciences Subject Area  
social work Subject Area  
sociology Subject Area  
sociology Subject Area  
Sociology Subject Area  
Spanish and Latin American Literature Subject Area  
Spanish Language and Literature Subject Area  
Speech Communication Subject Area  
Speech Communication Subject Area  
Technology Subject Area  
236 
 
  
Open-Ended Response Degree Focus Code 
Technology Subject Area  
Technology Subject Area  
Technology Subject Area  
Technology Subject Area  
Technoloy Subject Area  
Theatre Subject Area  
THEATRE Subject Area  
Writing Subject Area  
zoology Subject Area  
Administration Education-Related 
adult education Education-Related 
Ag Education Education-Related 
Agriculture Education Education-Related 
Art Education Education-Related 
Business Ed Education-Related 
Business Education Education-Related 
Business Education Education-Related 
Business Education Education-Related 
Business Education Education-Related 
Business Education Education-Related 
C &amp; I Education-Related 
C&amp;I Education-Related 
C&amp;I, English Education-Related 
Career and Technical Education Education-Related 
CTE and Curriculum &amp; Instruction Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction Computer Education Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction Secondary Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction- Reading and Language Arts Studies Education-Related 
Curriculum and Instruction--Mathematics Education-Related 
Curriculum and Technology Education-Related 
Educ Education-Related 
Educ Tech Education-Related 
education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
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Open-Ended Response Degree Focus Code 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education Education-Related 
Education and Early Childhood Development Education-Related 
Educational Administration Education-Related 
Educational Administration with graduate hours in Communications Education-Related 
Educational Leadership Education-Related 
Educational Policy Studies Education-Related 
Educational Psychology Education-Related 
Educational Psychology Education-Related 
Educational teaching stratagies Education-Related 
Educational Technology Education-Related 
Educational Technology Education-Related 
Family &amp; Consumer Sciences--Teacher Certification Education-Related 
Health Education Education-Related 
Instructional Technology Education-Related 
Leadership Development Education-Related 
Master of Education, enrolled as student in Master of Applied Math Education-Related 
Master's in Nursing Education Education-Related 
Masters of Arts in Teaching Education-Related 
Masters of Education: Counseling and Human Relations Education-Related 
Math Education Education-Related 
Music Composition Education-Related 
Nursing Education Education-Related 
Nursing Education Education-Related 
PSYCHOLOGY/EDUCATION Education-Related 
Specialist in Education Education-Related 
Teaching Education-Related 
Technology Education Education-Related 
Technology Education Education-Related 
Technology Education Education-Related 
Workforce Education Education-Related 
Workforce Education Education-Related 
Workforce Education Education-Related 
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 APPENDIX H 
 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR BEHAVIORS INCLUDED IN THE CTBI 
 
 
CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
A1. Required texts and other reading materials are not routinely ordered by the 
instructor in time to be available for the first class session. 
4.25 0.84 
A2. A course outline or syllabus is not prepared for a course. 4.56 0.72 
A3. Prior to the first meeting of a class, the instructor does not visit the 
assigned classroom and assess its facilities. 
3.06 0.95 
A4. A course outline or syllabus does not contain dates for assignments and/or 
examinations. 
3.10 1.16 
A5. Objectives for the course are not specified by the instructor. 3.92 0.92 
A6. Changes in a course are made without taking into account the needs or 
abilities of students enrolling in the course. 
3.88 0.98 
A7. The instructor does not read reviews of appropriate textbooks. 2.99 1.05 
A8. The course is designed without taking into account the needs or abilities of 
students enrolling in the course. 
3.84 1.10 
A9. Colleagues teaching the same or similar courses are not consulted on ways 
to teach the particular course. 
3.08 1.06 
A10. Required course materials are not kept within reasonable cost limits as 
perceived by students. 
3.40 1.03 
A11. New lectures or revised lectures which reflect advancements in the fields 
are not prepared. 
3.78 0.89 
A12. In-class activities are not prepared and anticipated in advance, but are 
developed while the class is in session. 
3.38 1.10 
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CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
A13. The instructor does not request necessary audio-visual materials in time 
to be available for class. 
3.80 0.83 
A14. Assigned books and articles are not put on library reserve by the 
instructor on a timely basis for student use. 
3.83 0.90 
B1. Class roll is not taken. 3.18 1.16 
B2. The instructor does not introduce her/himself to the class. 3.72 0.95 
B3. Office hours are not communicated to the students. 4.27 0.77 
B4. The instructor changes classroom location to another building without 
informing students in advance. 
4.57 0.69 
B5. The instructor changes class meeting time without consulting students. 4.66 0.66 
B6. Students are not informed of the instructor’s policy on missed or make-up 
examinations. 
4.34 0.73 
B7. Students are not informed of extra credit opportunities which are 
available in the course during the term. 
3.47 1.02 
B8. Students are not asked to record their background, experiences, and 
interests for reference by the instructor. 
2.27 0.82 
B9. An overview of the course is not presented to students on the first day. 3.20 1.11 
B10. An introduction to the first course topic is not begun on the first day. 2.62 0.94 
B11. The first class meeting is dismissed early. 2.51 0.83 
B12. The first reading assignment is not communicated to the class. 3.77 0.87 
B13. A course outline or syllabus is not prepared and passed out to students. 4.41 0.83 
B14. The instructor does not ask students if they have questions regarding the 
course. 
3.60 0.96 
C1. Class sessions are begun without an opportunity for students to ask 
questions. 
2.76 0.90 
C2. The topics or objectives to be covered for the day are not announced at 
the beginning of the class. 
2.72 0.86 
240 
 
  
CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
C3. Joke-telling and humor unrelated to course content occurs routinely in 
class. 
2.88 1.00 
C4. The instructor frequently uses profanity in class. 4.24 0.95 
C5. Class is usually dismissed early. 3.80 0.94 
C6. The instructor meets the class without having reviewed pertinent 
materials for the day. 
3.86 0.94 
C7. The instructor routinely allows one or a few students to dominate class 
discussion. 
3.48 0.86 
C8. Instructions and requirement for course assignments are not clearly 
described to students. 
4.13 0.71 
C9. Class does not begin with a review of the last class session. 2.52 0.84 
C10. Joke-telling and humor related to course content occurs frequently in 
class. 
1.96 0.97 
C11. The instructor does not end the class session by summarizing material 
covered during the class. 
2.55 0.82 
C12. The instructor is routinely late for class meetings. 4.48 0.67 
C13. The instructor routinely holds the class beyond its scheduled ending 
time. 
4.20 0.75 
C14. The instructor does not take class attendance every class meeting. 3.00 1.17 
C15. The instructor does not introduce new teaching methods or procedures. 2.88 1.01 
C16. The instructor does not provide in-class opportunities for students to 
voice their opinion about the course. 
2.96 1.01 
C17. The instructor calls on students to answer questions in class on a non-
voluntary basis. 
2.05 0.85 
C18. The instructor does not follow the course outline or syllabus for most of 
the course. 
4.04 0.84 
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CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
C19. The instructor practices poor personal hygiene and regularly has 
offensive body odor. 
4.32 0.78 
C20. The instructor routinely wears a sloppy sweatshirt and rumpled blue 
jeans to class. 
3.69 0.99 
C21. While able to conduct class, the instructor frequently attends class while 
obviously intoxicated. 
4.96 0.31 
D1. The instructor does not have students evaluate the course at the end of the 
term. 
4.08 1.03 
D2. The instructor insists that students take one particular perspective on 
course content. 
4.00 0.91 
D3. The instructor’s professional biases or assumptions are not explicitly 
made known to students. 
2.56 1.18 
D4. The instructor frequently introduces opinion on religious, political, or 
social issues clearly outside the realm of the course topics. 
4.04 0.94 
D5. The instructor does not include pertinent scholarly contributions of 
women and minorities in the content of the course. 
3.49 1.10 
D6. Memorization of course content is stressed at the expense of analysis and 
critical thinking. 
3.62 1.01 
D7. Connections between the course and other courses are not made clear by 
the instructor. 
3.07 0.92 
D8. The relationship of the course content to the overall departmental 
curriculum is not indicated. 
3.16 0.97 
D9. A cynical attitude toward the subject matter is expressed by the 
instructor. 
4.05 0.90 
E1. The instructor does not give assignments or examinations requiring 
student writing skills. 
3.07 1.10 
E2. When examinations or papers are returned, student questions are not 
answered during classtime. 
3.14 1.10 
  
242 
 
  
CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
E3. Graded tests and papers are not promptly returned to students by the 
instructor. 
3.72 0.85 
E4. Individual student course evaluations, where students can be identified, 
are read prior to the determination of final course grades. 
4.66 0.68 
E5. Examination questions do not represent a range of difficulty. 3.41 1.02 
E6. Grades are distributed on a “curve”. 2.79 1.10 
E7. An instructor lowers course standards in order to be popular with 
students. 
4.55 0.65 
E8. The standards for a course are set so high that most of the class receives 
failing grades for the course. 
4.36 0.89 
E9. Individual students are offered extra credit work in order to improve their 
final course grade after the term is completed. 
4.30 0.99 
E10. Explanation of the basis for grades given for essay questions or papers is 
not provided to students. 
3.97 0.83 
E11. Written comments on tests and papers are consistently not made by the 
instructor. 
3.34 1.01 
E12. The instructor allows personal friendships with a student to intrude on 
the objective grading of their work. 
4.70 0.59 
E13. Student papers or essay examination questions are not read at least twice 
before a grade is given. 
2.72 0.97 
E14. Social, personal or other non-academic characteristics of students are 
taken into account in the awarding of student grades. 
4.53 0.81 
E15. Final examinations are administered during a regular class period rather 
than at the official examination period. 
3.67 1.16 
E16. Student class participation is considered in awarding the final course 
grade. 
1.85 0.81 
E17. Student attendance in class is weighted in determining the final course 
grade. 
1.96 0.92 
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CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
E18. Student opinions about the method of grading are not sought. 2.24 0.90 
E19. Students’ work is not graded anonymously. 2.87 1.13 
E20. The final course grade is based on a single course assignment or a single 
examination. 
4.12 1.00 
E21. Examination questions do not tap a variety of educational objectives 
ranging from the retention of facts to critical thinking. 
3.42 0.95 
E22. Sexist or racist comments in students’ written work are not discouraged. 4.16 1.01 
E23. An instructor does not hold review sessions before examinations. 2.49 0.95 
E24. All student grades are publicly posted with social security numbers and 
without names. 
4.25 1.16 
E25. Graded papers and examinations are left in an accessible location where 
students can search though to get back their own. 
4.24 0.94 
F1. Stated policies about late work and incompletes are not universally 
applied to all students. 
4.27 0.80 
F2. Students are not permitted to express viewpoints different from those of 
the instructor. 
4.20 0.87 
F3. The instructor expresses impatience with a slow learner in class. 4.22 0.72 
F4. The instructor does not encourage student questions during class time. 3.57 0.97 
F5. An instructor makes condescending remarks to a student in class. 4.56 0.66 
F6. The instructor does not learn the names of all students in the class. 3.24 0.95 
F7. A clear lack of class member’s understanding about course content is 
ignored by the instructor. 
3.87 0.85 
F8. Shy students are not encouraged to speak in class. 2.95 0.98 
F9. The instructor does not allow students to direct their comments to other 
members of the class. 
2.85 0.99 
G1. A faculty member refuses to share academic information about mutual 
students with colleagues. 
2.41 1.07 
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CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
G2. A faculty member does not tell an administrator or appropriate faculty 
committee that there are very low grading standards in a colleague’s course. 
3.03 1.05 
G3. A faculty member does not tell an administrator or appropriate faculty 
committee that a colleague’s course content largely includes obsolete 
material. 
3.29 1.09 
G4. A faculty member refuses to share course syllabi with colleagues. 3.55 1.06 
G5. A faculty member avoids sharing ideas about teaching methods with 
colleagues. 
3.27 0.97 
G6. A faculty member refuses to allow colleagues to observe his/her 
classroom teaching. 
3.46 1.08 
G7. A faculty member assumes new teaching responsibilities in the specialty 
of a colleague without discussing appropriate course content with that 
colleague. 
3.27 1.05 
G8. A faculty member makes negative comments in a faculty meeting about 
the courses offered by a colleague. 
3.85 0.89 
G9. A faculty member makes negative comments about a colleague in public 
before students. 
4.57 0.70 
G10. A faculty member aggressively promotes enrollment in his/her courses 
at the expense of the courses of departmental colleagues. 
3.98 0.98 
G11. The requirements in a course are so great that they prevent enrolled 
students from giving adequate attention to their other courses. 
3.81 0.91 
G12. A faculty member refuses to team teach a course. 2.89 1.12 
G13. A faculty member avoids talking about his/her academic specialty with 
departmental colleagues. 
3.10 0.92 
G14. A faculty member gives unsolicited advice on the content of a 
colleague’s course. 
3.16 0.90 
G15. A faculty member gives unsolicited advice to a colleague about teaching 
methods. 
3.14 0.90 
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CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
G16. A faculty member refuses to participate in departmental curricular 
planning. 
4.02 0.91 
H1. Office hours scheduled for student appointments are frequently not kept. 4.47 0.67 
H2. Individual counseling on matters unrelated to course content is not 
provided to students enrolled in one’s courses. 
2.31 1.11 
H3. A faculty member criticizes the academic performance of a student in 
front of other students. 
4.61 0.64 
H4. A faculty member avoids spending time with students outside of class 
time and/or regular office hours. 
2.41 1.26 
H5. A faculty member insists that they never be phoned at home by students, 
regardless of circumstances. 
2.11 0.95 
H6. A faculty member makes suggestive sexual comments to a student 
enrolled in the course. 
4.96 0.30 
H7. A faculty member has a sexual relationship with a student enrolled in the 
course. 
4.94 0.39 
H8. A faculty member does not refer a student with a special problem to the 
appropriate campus service. 
4.00 0.89 
H9. An advisee is treated in a condescending manner. 4.34 0.66 
H10. A faculty member avoids giving career or job advice when asked by 
students. 
2.98 1.02 
H11. A faculty member refuses to write letters of reference for any student. 2.96 1.06 
H12. A faculty member neglects to send a letter of recommendation that they 
had agreed to write. 
4.11 0.78 
H13. A faculty member refuses to advise departmental majors. 3.80 1.03 
H14. A cynical attitude toward the role of teaching is expressed by the 
instructor. 
4.16 0.83 
H15. A faculty member’s involvement in scholarship is so great that he/she 
fails to adequately prepare for class. 
4.31 0.68 
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CTBI Item Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 
H16. Scholarly literature is not read for the purpose of integrating new 
information into one’s courses. 
3.48 0.93 
H17. A faculty member avoids reading literature on teaching techniques or 
methods. 
3.31 0.96 
H18. A faculty member avoids professional development opportunities that 
would enhance their teaching. 
3.58 0.95 
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